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This study examined the relationship between school
climate and out-of-school elementary student suspension in a
metropolitan school district. The increase of student
antisocial behavior in schools has become prevalent in urban
and rural school districts. School climate seems to be the
key to reducing out-of-school suspension.
School climate and its eight indicators were the
independent variables, out-of-school suspension was the
dependent variable, and socioeconomic status (SES) was a
modifying variable. The suspension rates for the schools
surveyed were from the 1997-98 to 1998-99 school years, and
the rates were per 100 students. The 15 schools surveyed
were in three distinct categories of SES: high, middle, and
low. The certified staff members at each school conpleted
surveys and returned them to the building principal. The
survey was a modified version of Dr. Michael and Donna
O'Neal's Diagnostic Inventory for School Climate (DISC).
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Data were analyzed using the Pearson product-moment
correlation technique. Additionally, a stepwise multiple
regression was instrumental in indicating which climate
indicators had the strongest influence on out-of-school
student suspension.
Findings indicated a relationship existed between
school climate and out-of-school suspension in many areas.
When indicators of school climate decreased the out-of-
school suspensions at that particular school increased. This
trend was true at all SES levels in this research. The SES
level was the main indicator in determining schools with
high suspension rates, according to the multiple regression
data.
The conclusions drawn from the findings suggest that
there is a significant relationship between school climate
and out-of-school suspension. Results also indicate that as
climate indicators increase the out-of-school suspension
rates decrease, and as climate indicators decrease out-of-
school suspensions increase. School climate is a key factor
in decreasing the out-of-school suspension rates at all
schools, regardless of SES of the school. School climate is
a very powerful factor that can affect teachers, students,
and parents at the local school level and should be
continuously monitored.
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School climate research has been around for a number
of years and has become an important perspective for analyz¬
ing the general nature of schools {Zimmerman 1996). School
climate is a broad term that refers to the perceptions of
teachers, administrators, and students of the environment of
a school that distinguishes one school from another and that
influences the behavior of the students (Hoy and Miskel
1991).
The increase of violence in American schools is a
concern of the federal government (Elam and Rose 1995).
Several studies published during the Reagan-Bush years
(1980-1992) indicated that African American students in K-12
public schools are disproportionately represented in grade
retentions, school suspensions, and dropout rates (Bennett
and Harris 1981, Hess and Greer 1987, Kaufman 1991) . These
studies concluded that prior to leaving school during the
adolescent years, these students are frequently poor
academic achievers in the elementary grades and experience
academic suspensions for related violent and disciplinary
problems. School officials are searching for the right
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formula to ease the tension of local school violence. School
climate may be the answer that will solve this growing
epidemic (Slaughter-Defoe, 1996) . School climate plays an
in^ortant part in the learning environment of all schools.
O'Neal (1987) defined climate as "the combination of all the
forces present in the school environment . . . affects both
learning and individual behavior of students."
Rosenblatt (1997) indicated that an enriched climate
contributes to increased student achievement and positive
student behavior. This is why Brookover et al. (1979), in
their classic study of all Michigan elementary schools,
concluded that climate variables had a greater direct effect
on achievement and student behavior than did the socio¬
economic and racial composition of the schools. They indi¬
cated that favorable climate rather than school composition
is the necessary condition for high achievement.
Educators and school administrators should be con¬
cerned with school climate for several reasons, especially
if the out-of-school suspension rate is high or increasing.
There is evidence that ittproved climate is associated with
higher student achievement, better student behavior, and
increased morale of students and staff (Lindelow and
Mazzarella 1985). These are just a few reasons why
administrators should be aware of the climate of their
school.
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School climate may be directly related to poor
student discipline and out-of-school suspension. Suspension
increasingly has become a more widely used tool for resolv¬
ing conflicts between students and between students and
teachers or other school personnel (Bodwitch 1993).
Purpose
The purpose of this research is to examine the
relationship between school climate and out-of-school
suspension. School climate is not a precisely defined or
easily conceptualized term, according to Lindelow and
Mazzarella (1985). Therefore, they concluded, methods of
characterizing climate are as yet rather undeveloped or are
in the infancy stage. Everyone seems to agree that schools,
school systems, and classrooms have climate, but there is
disagreement as to the components of climate. The components
of school climate tend to be close to the present and close
to the surface (Black 1997).
Rosenblatt (1997) commented, "Because individuals
and groups differ in their values and perceptions of what is
valuable and meaningful, they also differ in their descrip¬
tions of which climate conditions and outcomes are most
important." This study will examine how teachers perceive
the climate of individual schools where they are employed.
The way that teachers handle discipline of students in their
classrooms will be examined in relationship to perceived
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school climate. This perception may influence the teacher's
ability to handle classroom disputes, conflicts, and
disruptions in a way that keeps instruction on task and
students out of the administration's offices. When students
are sent to the office they may find themselves in an out-
of-school situation. When a school's climate is positive
and supportive, teachers are more motivated to teach and
students are more motivated to learn (Black 1997) .
Teachers play an in^ortant part in how many students
are sent to the office. They also must understand that the
final decision in a student being suspended out-of-school is
the principal's. Principals also play an important role in
the development of school climate (Roeser 1996). Leadership
makes the school philosophy, mission, and vision come alive.
It also determines, through those factors, the school
climate and work culture (Krajewski 1996) . Principals must
provide leadership to teachers and other groups associated
with the school (Jackson 1997). Principals should have a
role in the development of teachers and the behavior of
students. This research will examine this aspect and analyze
the influence that principals have on the climate of their
particular school.
Teachers and principals in the schools that will be
surveyed should have a perception of their school as it
relates to school climate. They should also understand that
there is an increase in student violence in our country.
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Discipline in America's schools has been characterized as a
major concern of the general public for the last three
decades (Elam, Rose, and Gallup 1996). Quite naturally,
teachers are among those most concerned about the issue. As
noted by their responses to the Metropolitan Life Insurance
Coit^any's yearly teacher surveys, teachers clearly recognize
that their primary attention should be devoted to improving
academic performance in general and standardized test scores
in particular (Metropolitan Life Insurance Company [Met-
Life] and Louis Harris & Associates, Inc. 1993).
School discipline strategies/programs have two
goals: (1) to ensure the safety of staff and students, and
(2) to create an environment conducive to learning and
teaching. Serious student misconduct involving violence or
criminal behavior defeats these goals and often makes head¬
lines in the press/media. However, the commonest discipline
problems involve noncriminal student behavior in schools
(Moles 1989) .
These dramatic problems may not threaten personal
safety, but they still negatively affect the learning
environment. Disruptions interrupt lessons for all students,
and disruptive students lose even more learning time. This
same disruptive behavior by students may occur in the
schools in this study. The purpose of this study was to
examine school climate and determine if it has a
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relationship to out-of-school suspension at selected elemen¬
tary schools.
Background of the Problem
Research on school effectiveness supports the
importance of a positive school environment, often referred
to as the climate of a school, where effective teaching and
learning occur (Good and Brophy 1986) . Kowalski and Reitzug
(1993) defined climate as a comprehensive structure made up
of culture, physical plant, organizational structure, social
relationships, and individual behaviors. Climate will be
investigated to see if any of the schools will have similar
perceptions of school climate.
Climate has been defined by many authors in terms of
increased achievement. Brookover et al. (1979) indicated the
learning climate of the desired learning outcomes in
students. Squires, Huitt, and Segars (1983) stated that
climate consisted of three "weather" conditions: an emphasis
on academics, an orderly environment, and expectations in
which it is expected that all personnel will be instruc-
tionally effective for all students (Edmonds 1979) . These
classic definitions have built the foundation for the
development of school climate in the mid-1990s.
Many researchers have found that instructional
leadership plays a major role in the development of a
constructive school climate. McNamara and Enns (1956), in
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their seminal study, found a directive leadership style was
related to school climate if the principal had teacher
support, but a permissive style was more effective if there
was little staff support. Jenkins, Heidemann, and Caputo
(1985), in their research, stated that principals who reward
academic success, respect students, require good attendance,
and enforce appropriate student behavior promote a positive
school climate.
Nicholson et al. (1985) stated that safe schools
require strong administrative support from the principal, as
the leader of the school is the most significant factor in
determining school climate. As can be observed, the issue of
school climate and student discipline is not new in the
schools today. This problem has also been an issue in the
past, according to the research. Teachers and principals
play a major role in the school climate and out-of-school
suspension saga.
Sergiovanni (1991) concluded that the principal is
important in creating a school climate based on mutual
trust, high moral expectations, and a strong emphasis on
student social and academic development. The influence of
the principal on school climate is an inportant concept for
leaders because research has concluded that the most influ¬
ential person in establishing a climate is the principal.
Although leaders must accept some of the contextual
conditions they find in an organization, there are
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characteristics over which they do have control, and climate
is one of these (Goens and Clover 1991).
Responsibility for establishing a positive school
climate begins with the principal, who provides leadership
in developing and maintaining a climate conducive to learn¬
ing. In recent years, as the traditional role of principals
has changed, they have moved toward participatory leader¬
ship, their roles expanding to include relinquishing control
and establishing supportive climates (Bredeson 1995) .
Creating an orderly setting is the first step in establish¬
ing an environment conducive to learning and preventing
behavior problems (Stewart, Evans, and Kaczynski 1997).
Weinstein (1996) noted the importance of recognizing
that the physical environment can influence the way teachers
and students feel, think, and behave. Evans et al. (1991)
stated that an orderly and attractive environment can have a
positive effect on behavior by improving the level and
quality of student interactions so that teachers and
students carry out activities efficiently, without excessive
noise or disruptions. There is no single explanation for the
tremendous increase in student acts of aggression. Research
has shown that a difficult child temperament may elicit
harsh, inconsistent discipline or even parental rejection. A
father with an antisocial personality or a mother with
psychopathology (especially severe depression) can be
especially damaging to normal child development (Allen and
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Glickman 1992, Patterson 1993). Other correlates of
aggression include sxibstance abuse, victimization, marital
discord/spouse abuse, depression, exposure to violence in
the mass media, and extreme poverty (Forte 1994) .
The issue of violence and student discipline has had
a real effect on the schools in the past and now. Inside and
outside the home, modeling, reinforcement, and the practice
of threatening and assaultive behavior can contribute to a
stable pattern of antisocial and aggressive behavior before
a youngster begins school (Glasser 1986, Patterson 1993).
Gunter, Estes, and Schwab (1995) pointed out that
many children's behavior problems are school induced, prod¬
ucts of improper curricular placement, inferior instruction,
and inconsistent classroom management. The growing ethnic,
cultural, socioeconomic, and linguistic differences among
students pose challenges as well (Bodwitch 1993) . Notwith¬
standing the magnitude of these demographic shifts, no issue
is more coitpelling than the escalating violence in our
schools (Ascher 1994; Elam, Rose, and Gallup 1996) .
Information is sketchy and sometimes contradictory
(Furlong, Morrison, and Dear 1994), but statistics suggest
that incidents of aggression and violence are increasing at
an alarming rate. Figures show that 3 million violence-
related acts are reported each year by school officials.
According to some reports, one in every ten students falls
victim to some act of aggression (Marshall 1998).
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A safe, orderly learning environment includes the
security and attractiveness of the school and the school
system facilities, the discipline of the student body, and
the self-discipline of the teachers and leadership personnel
(O'Neal 1987) . Student violence is a reality with which
administrators must contend. Schools are part of our society
and reflect the issues that are prevalent in it (Moore
1998) . Because of its complexities, student violence is
difficult to predict (Moore 1998).
There is an increase in the number of incidents of
student violence directed toward teachers, according to a
survey in the American School Boards Journal (1994). Three
percent of teachers were attacked in 1978, compared to 16
percent of teachers attacked in 1991.
Moore (1998), in the Safe School Study Report,
presented some of the first school violence data:
1. More than 50 percent of students reported having
money, clothing, or personal property stolen at least once
during the school year; 52 percent of this group indicated
the theft occurred more than once.
2. Eight percent of the students reported being
threatened by someone with a gun or knife; 3 percent of this
group was threatened more than once.
3. Thirty-two percent of the students reported
carrying a weapon to school at least once.
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4. Fifteen percent of the students reported hitting
a teacher at least once during the school year.
5. Forty-two percent of the teachers reported they
hesitated to confront misbehaving students for fear of
personal safety at least once.
6. Thirty-nine percent of teachers reported damage
to or theft of personal property during the school year.
Gest (1989) reported that more than 3 million crimes
were committed in or near 85,000 United States public
schools in 1989, injuring more than 183,590 people. Poland
and Pitcher (1990) added these facts for 1990:
1. Approximately 282,000 students were attacked in
schools each month.
2. Attacks on teachers increased 50 percent during
the past two decades.
3. An estimated 100,000 children carried a gun to
school each day.
Statistics indicated students are carrying weapons
to school. The Centers for Disease Control reported one in
five students carried weapons to school with intention of
using them. The rate of males carrying weapons is one in
three. The CDC reported 55 percent of students carried
knives or razors, 21 percent carried guns, and 24 percent
carried clubs (U.S. Department of Justice 1991).
Discipline is perceived as the primary problem in
American schools (Arndt 1994). Although information is
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sketchy and sometimes contradictory (Furlong, Morrison, and
Dear 1994), statistics suggest that incidents of aggression
and violence are increasing at an alarming rate. Figures
show that 3 million violence-related acts are reported each
year by school officials (Furlong 1994).
Though violent attacks on students and teachers grab
media attention, the majority of aggression is less extreme,
consisting of bullying, verbal/physical threats, shoving,
fistfights, and other simple assaults (Jaffe 1992). In that
childhood aggression is a precursor of later adjustment
problems, the school represents the most logical setting in
which to counteract the practice and reinforcement of these
behaviors (Jaffe, Sunderman, and Reitzel 1992; Van Acquire
1994). However, teachers indicated that they found them¬
selves spending more time addressing the various types of
student behavioral problems that manifest themselves in the
classroom (Garibaldi, Blanchard, and Brooks 1996). These
problems, then, are very easily sent to the principal's
office, and the cases of out-of-school suspensions begin to
increase just by the law of numbers. The more cases in the
office, the greater the possibility of a student being sent
home for a few days.
Statement of the Problem
Each year, 1.5 million students miss a day or more
of school because they have been placed in out-of-school
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suspension (U.S. Department of Education 1993). Those
responsible for administration in schools are increasingly
concerned that the needs and challenges of at-risk students
are not being met (Rosen 1997). School administrators must
establish guidelines to help at-risk students from acquiring
out-of-school suspension. The goal of today's schools must
be to develop strategies and provide resources that will
reduce acts of student antisocial behavior, in both number
and intensity (Heller 1996). One of the strategies could be
to examine school climate. This research will investigate
school climate and examine the relationship that it might
have on out-of-school suspension.
The rising out-of-school suspension rate at the
elementary level is an increasing concern. According to a
National School Boards Survey (1993), urban districts often
collaborate with other agencies to reduce violence in
schools. When dealing with school discipline codes, the
majority of these urban districts seek the suspension or
expulsion of students that violate discipline policies.
However, in spite of these traditional methods of dealing
with violence, districts often eti^loy a host of additional
responses in an atten^t to maintain order in their buildings
(Stefkovich and O'Brien 1997).
The research will be designed to identify the local
elementary schools in Cobb County and examine the school
climate as it relates to out-of-school suspension. The
14
influence of independent variables that define school
climate and their effects on out-of-school suspension as
perceived by the elementary building teachers and adminis¬
trators will be examined in depth. The effect of school
climate and other various variables on out-of-school
suspension is not a unique study, but it is different when
looking at local elementary schools in the Cobb County
School District.
Significance of the Study
The study should provide a significant contribution
by enabling elementary teachers and administrators to
understand their roles as they relate to school climate and
its effect on out-of-school suspension. Out-of-school
suspension, in most districts, means the removal of a
student from ongoing instruction for adjustment purposes for
a specific time not to exceed limits imposed by state law
(Short 1993) . Out-of-school suspension should be reserved
for rare occasions because it is a serious action that can
involve depriving students of a property right under the law
(Rosen 1997). In the Supreme Court case of Goss v. Lopez
(1975), the court stipulated that "a student's legitimate
entitlement to a public education is a property interest
that is protected by the due process clause of the Bill of
Rights and forbids arbitrarily deprivations of liberty."
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Leadership makes the school philosophy, mission, and
vision come alive. It also determines, through these
factors, the school climate and work culture (Krajewski
1996) . This study will develop and enhance the local
elementary administrators and teachers of Cobb County and
determine if their perceptions of school climate have an
effect on out-of-school suspension in their school. This
research will also expand the vision and understanding of
administrators and teachers as they perceive school climate
as it relates to out-of-school suspension.
School boards develop policies and procedures for
local school systems. The Cobb County Piiblic Schools Board
of Education should take a close look at this study to see
if any of this study could benefit the local system. If
significant findings are discovered, then policies could be
reviewed for revision.
The intact that could be expected will be seen if
stakeholders review the study and see how it can have
positive in^lications for the local school district. This
simply means that inservice training for administrators and
teachers could be administered if the local system feels a
need to inprove school climate and reduce the out-of-school
suspension of students. This, in turn, will be a proactive
measure to harness student violence in schools and itrprove




The general problem of this study is to find out if
there is a significant relationship between school climate
and elementary out-of-school student suspension. The follow¬
ing questions were generated for specific inquiries of the
problem that was addressed in this study:
1. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and school climate for (a) the total sample and
(b) the SES subsamples?
2. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and a clear school mission for (a) the total
sample and (b) the SES sxabsamples?
3. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and a safe learning environment for (a) the total
satr^le and (b) the SES subsamples?
4. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and teacher morale for (a) the total sample and
(b) the SES subsamples?
5. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and expectations for success for (a) the total
sample and (b) the SES subsamples?
6. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and instructional leadership for (a) the total
satt^le and (b) the SES subsamples?
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7. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and classroom instruction for (a) the total
san^le and (b) the SES subsamples?
8. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and monitoring student progress for (a) the total
sanple and (b) the SES s\absamples?
9. Is there a relationship between out-of-school
suspension and home-school relations for (a) the total
sample and (b) the SES sxibsamples?10.What is the relative influence of the indicators
of school climate on the dependent variable out-of-school
suspension?
Summary
School climate plays an important part in the
learning environment of all schools (O'Neal 1987) . Chapter I
examined school climate and out-of-school student suspen¬
sion. The purpose and background of the problem of out-of-
school suspension were developed in this chapter. The reason
that school climate impacts student behavior was also
discussed.
Chapter II reviews the related literature that is
the main focus of this research. The review of literature
examines the effects of school climate as it relates to
out-of-school suspension and the principal's role in the
relationship.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter is to review recent and
classic literature as it relates to school climate and its
effect on out-of-school suspension. The focus areas are
school climate, student violence/student discipline, and
out-of-school suspension. A portion of the review examines
leadership as it assists with the development of school
climate.
School Climate
School climate is a complex term that has a variety
of meanings, according to Freiberg (1998), in his study that
measured school climate. Freiberg continued to express his
views on climate by stating that school climate is an ever-
changing factor in the lives of people who work and learn in
schools. Much like the air we breathe, school climate is
ignored until it becomes foul.
School climate was viewed by Hoy and Miskel (1991) ,
in their study of Texas schools, as a broad term that refers
to students' perceptions of the environment of a school that
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distinguish one school from another and that influence the
behavior of the students. In short. Hoy and Miskel referred
to school climate as the personality of a school.
Effective schools, according to the U.S. Department
of Education (1993), along with Purkey and Smith (1982) in
their classic study, have a positive school climate that is
essential for student success and positive student behavior.
Stolp and Smith (1995) believed that school climate consists
of the surroundings, perceptions, feelings, and iit^ressions
that are derived from an organization's structure, setting,
and social interactions. This means that teachers, students,
and administrators have perceptions of the way a school
feels to them and may have different opinions of the
school's climate. The views of the teachers at various Cobb
County schools will be examined to reveal if this is true in
this research.
Climate is defined as a comprehensive structure made
up of culture, physical plant, organizational structure,
social relationships, and individual behaviors, as stated in
a study on school climate by Kowalski and Reitzug (1993).
Continuing on this same concept of climate, Dietrich (1996)
implied that climate is a fluctuating rather than a static
condition, influenced by changes in outside forces as well
as by the emotions of the staff and students. To create a
positive climate, staff members must be aware of changes and
flexible in dealing with them. These views are indeed
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understandable when viewing the ever-changing climate of
elementary schools in Cobb County or other school districts.
These authors basically had the same view on climate that
many of the studies revealed during this research.
Other authors felt that school climate is determined
by the school leader; in most cases, the principal is the
school leader and has the responsibility for establishing a
positive school climate and providing leadership in
developing and maintaining a climate conducive to learning
(Dietrich 1996). Deal and Peterson (1990) contended that
school leadership, especially principals, can shape the
"daily routine" of school life, as a result molding the
climate of the school. In recent years, as the traditional
role of principals has changed, they have moved toward
participatory leadership, with their roles expanding to
include counseling, advising, modeling desired behaviors,
relinquishing control, and establishing supportive climates
(Bredeson 1995).
In a study by Bailey (1996), positive school climate
could be attributed to several common characteristics. First
and foremost, the principals are active participants in the
daily operations of the school. By being visible and
enthusiastic, these principals commxinicate a sense of caring
for both students and teachers. Deal and Peterson (1990)
found no "exact science" for itt^roving school climate, but
they felt that climate-shaping principals tend to use the
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following tactics: (1) develop a vision; (2) select staff
members with corresponding values; (3) face conflict; (4)
set consistent core valves in daily fortunes; and (5)
nurture traditions, rituals, ceremonies, and symbols that
reinforce school climate.
School leaders should be concerned with school
climate basically because school climate is important in the
achievement of students academically. This is emphasized by
looking back to the early days of the research on effective
schools, to the studies of Brookover et al. (1979) that
showed that "school variables" of day-to-day climate in
ninety-one elementary schools had more influence on
children's achievement than did racial and economic
variables.
Bulach and Malone (1994) described the key feature
of school climate in terms of four psychological attributes
of staff collaboration, learning environment, openness, and
trust and five institutional attributes: order in the
school, instructional leadership, parent and community
involvement, sound instructional program for all students,
and expectations for student learning and behavior. School
leaders need to see that everything they say and do is part
of a "symbolic realm" that has the power to motivate and
energize teachers and students. Leaders who transform their
school's climate will infuse their schools with "passion,
purpose, and meaning" (Black 1997).
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Some researchers feel that creating an orderly
setting is the first step in establishing an environment
conducive to learning and preventing behavior problems
(Stewart, Evans, and Kaczynski 1997). Weinstein (1996) noted
the importance of recognizing "that the physical environment
can influence the way teachers and students feel, think, and
behave." Evans (1991) stated that an orderly and attractive
environment can have a positive effect on behavior by
improving the level and quality of student interactions, so
that teachers and students can carry out activities effi¬
ciently, without excessive noise or disruption. The physical
plant should present an aesthetically pleasing environment
that can influence behavior. Many areas may be used to
display work or materials, display class rules, provide
schedules and feedback charts, list assignments, and high¬
light new skills of students.
Anson (1991) stressed that a climate of trust,
mutual respect, cooperation, and collaboration between
children, their teachers, peers, and parents must be
established. When this happens, he asserted, the children in
these schools will feel safe and supported in their schools
and classrooms, attached and involved with school, and
bonded to teachers and peers. Several researchers noted in
this study have expressed a similar belief. They also
expressed the correlation of the discipline and behavior of
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students with school climate. The better the climate the
safer, and fewer acts of violence occur in these schools.
Evans (1991) stated that positive strategies are
recommended but, when necessary, judicious use of punishment
(time-outs, reprimands, response cost) can be an effective
component of a sound discipline plan.
Walker (1995) agreed with Lezotte (1980) that
educators must maintain high but realistic expectations for
students, adapt instruction to their learning styles, and
accommodate diversity. Research has proven that these
behaviors have increased student achievement and improved
school climate. Researchers on school effectiveness, like
Lezotte, have supported the iirportance of positive school
environment, often referred to as the climate of a school,
where effective teaching and learning occur which, in turn,
will correlate with positive student behavior and lower
suspension rates.
Many researchers state that positive school climate
begins with the school leader, the principal in most cases.
The principal provides leadership in developing and main¬
taining a climate conducive to learning (Bailey 1996). In
recent years, as the traditional role of principals has
changed, they have moved toward participatory leadership and
their roles have expanded to include counseling, advising,
modeling desired behaviors, relinquishing control, and
establishing supportive climates (Bredeson 1995). This
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feeling was echoed by Dietrich (1996) and Bailey (1996), who
stated that the responsibility of the principal is to play
an active role in the daily operation of the school. By
being visible and enthusiastic, these principals communicate
a sense of caring and share the pride that the staff and
students display.
Since pioneering research on the organizational
properties of schools was conducted in the 1960s, school
climate has become an in^ortant perspective in analyzing the
general nature of schools (Hoy and Miskel 1991) . They agreed
with other researchers that school climate refers to the
personality of a school. Johnson and Johnson (1996) and
Zimmerman (1996) noted that school climate is clearly of
primary importance in effective schools. They assessed the
school climate in several schools in Texas, and their
findings were helpful for other researchers to better
understand today's teaching and learning climate to predict
student behaviors and attitudes.
In research on the relationship between leadership
theory and student violence, Moore (1998) expressed the fact
that violence is directly related to school violence.
Violence is a part of school climate with which the prin¬
cipal as the leader of the school must deal directly. The
research showed a strong relationship between the princi¬
pal's leadership behavior and school climate. What was less
clear is how climate affects violence; how violence, in
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turn, affects climate; and how the principal's leadership
behavior affects violence (Moore 1998) .
Other researchers have found that the principal is
an inportant factor when related to school climate. Freitas
(1992) reported that consideration (leader respects the
comfort, well-being, status, and contributions of followers)
is related to an organizational climate that is committed to
change, supportive of leadership, and provides an innovative
atmosphere, a sense of team, and organizational pride.
Sergiovanni (1991, 1992) stated that the principal is impor¬
tant in creating a school climate based on mutual trust,
high moral expectations, and a strong eit^hasis on student
social and academic development. Goens and Clover (1991)
found that the influence of the principal on school climate
is an important concept for leaders because research has
concluded that the most influential person in establishing a
climate is the principal. Although leaders must accept some
of the contextual conditions they find in an organization,
there are characteristics over which they have control, and
climate is one of these.
The climate of the school is also affected by the
degree of student violence in the school, and student
violence affects school climate and, most likely, prin¬
cipals' behavior (Moore 1998). In an earlier study, Withrow
(1993) reported relationships between school climate,
security (students, teachers, and visitors feeling safe in
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the school), and principal's leadership behavior. Withrow
found strong significant correlations between initiating
structure (leader clearly defines own role, and lets
followers know what is expected; r = .636) and consideration
(regards the comfort, well-being, status, and contributions
of others; x = .506) and the principal's behavior subscale
of the School Climate Survey.
Still other researchers felt that the principal can
help establish school norms of nonviolence and community by
developing sincere, caring relationships with groups of
students and individuals. By maintaining a high profile,
walking the halls, visiting classrooms, and being accessible
to students and staff, the principal reduces the likelihood
of antisocial behavior (Kadel and Follman 1993).
The principal can encourage a sense of ownership of
school programs and policies by sharing power with shared
decision making. This makes it more likely that discipline
plans and academic goals will be supported consistently,
thus iit^roving school climate (Moles 1993) .
As leader of the school, the principal exerts
influence on school climate. Freitas (1992) reported that
consideration (leader respects comfort, well-being, status,
and contributions of followers) is related to an organiza¬
tional climate that is committed to change, is supportive of
leadership, and provides an innovative atmosphere, a sense
of team, and organizational pride. Freitas stated the
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principal’s age and gender do seem to affect the teachers'
readiness for change. Principals who are younger (40-49) and
female seem to affect their teachers' readiness to change
more than male principals aged 50-59.
The school climate factor was addressed by many
researchers, and in most cases it was concluded that the
greater the school climate, the more positive the students’
behavior. If this is the case, then why has there been such
an increase in student violence at school? This leads to the
section on student violence/student behavior.
While a relationship between principals' leadership
behavior, school climate, and school violence seems logical
and most of the literature supports that relationship, the
strength and the nature of that relationship are unclear.
There are at least two explanations, according to Moore
(1998) . First, the concepts that best explain the findings
of these studies can be bound in chaos theory; many events
such as school violence are unpredictable. According to
Wheatley (1994), events cannot be predicted. Random acts may
occur without any logical explanation, rhyme, or reason.
Wheatley stated that events are situational in nature and
"evoke different potentialities. It all depends on the
players and the moment. Absolute prediction and uniformity
are, therefore, iirpossible." Second, the complexity of the
issues may discount any attempt to generalize about
relationships among principals' leadership behaviors.
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principals' personal characteristics, characteristics of
schools, and levels of student violence.
School Violence/Student Behavior
Before school administrators can address the issue
of school violence, they must realize that in some cases
they will be dealing with student and family problems that
are beyond their ability to control or manage, according to
Heller (1996). Heller said that schools will never be able
to totally eliminate all acts of student violence; any other
belief is unrealistic. The goals of today's schools must be
to develop strategies and provide resources that will reduce
acts of student violence, in both number and intensity.
There is an increase in the number of incidents of
student violence directed toward teachers, according to a
survey in the American School Boards Journal (1994) .
Statistics indicate students are carrying weapons to school.
The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reported one in five
students carried weapons to school with the intention of
using them; the ratio of males carrying weapons is one in
three. The types of weapons carried to school varied. The
CDC reported 55 percent of students carried knives or
razors, 21 percent carried guns, and 24 percent carried
clubs (U.S. Department of Justice 1991).
According to Glazer (1993), 53 percent of students
surveyed in his research felt that students carrying weapons
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to school was a problem. Seventy-five percent of the
students surveyed said violence by students against other
students at school was a problem. Researchers at the
University of Michigan found that 16 percent of all eighth-
grade students feared for their safety (Toch 1993). These
data are alarming to most and are a reflection of the way
schools are heading. These researchers tend to have the same
opinion about student violence.
Kaufman (1994) realized that violence and aggression
of the young have no single cause, nor a single solution.
Decades of research have revealed several contributing
causes and partial solutions. Kaufman suggested that if
schools take several steps, there could be less violence.
These steps are:
1. Provide effective consequences that stop
aggression. Aggressive behavior is less likely to recur if
it is followed by consequences that are nonviolent but are
immediate, certain, and proportional to the seriousness of
the offense.
2. Teach nonaggressive responses to problems.
Aggressive behavior is, to a significant degree, learned;
and so is nonaggressive behavior. A school curriculum
including nonaggressive conflict resolution and problem
solving could lower the violence, but that effect would be
multiplied many times if the media, community leaders, and
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high-profile role models join forces with educators in
teaching that nonviolence is a better way.
3. Stop aggression early, before it takes root.
Aggression breeds aggression, particularly when it is
successful in obtaining desired ends and when it has become
well practiced.
4. Restrict access to the instruments of aggression.
Aggressors use the most efficient tools available to damage
their targets.
5. Restrain and reform public displays of aggres¬
sion. The behavior one observes affects one's own thinking
and overt behavior.
6. Correct the conditions of everyday life that
foster aggression. People tend to be more aggressive when
they are deprived of basic necessities, experience adverse
conditions, or perceive that there is no path to their
legitimate goals other than aggression,
7. Offer more effective instruction and more
attractive educational options in pxiblic schools. Achieving
academic success and engaging in study that youngsters see
as interesting and useful in their lives reduces the like¬
lihood that they will behave aggressively.
These are the strategies that will affect aggressive
behavior in students according to several researchers
(Glazer 1993, Hallinger 1996, Kaufman 1994).
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One study, for exanple, concluded the school should
provide a safe and disciplined learning environment for
students (U.S. Department of Education 1996). Violence in
schools destroys such an environment and can negatively
affect student motivation for learning. Everett and Price
(1995) found that, due to increased prevalence of school
violence, one in five public school students feels less
eager to go to school every day, one in seven feels less
inclined to pay attention to learning in school, and one in
ten stays home from school or cuts class. In unsafe school
environments, teachers cannot teach to their maximum
potential and students cannot learn to their full capabil¬
ity; the solution may be school uniforms (Stephens 1996).
These feelings are echoed by several other researchers
(Portner 1996, Gursky 1996, Orpinas et al. 1995).
Gurslcy (1996) stated that in one year overall school
crime dropped 36 percent among the 58,000 middle schools in
the Long Beach (California) Unified Schools; fighting was
down 51 percent, weapons possession was down 50 percent,
assault and battery was down 34 percent, and vandalism was
down 18 percent. Student suspensions fell by about a third
from the previous year. The main difference was the require¬
ment that all K-8 students wear uniforms to school.
The climate of a school is affected by the degree of
student violence in the school and student violence affects
school climate and, most likely, principals' behavior (Moore
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1998). In an earlier study, Withrow (1993) reported rela¬
tionships between school climate, security, and principals'
leadership behavior. Moore (1998) stated that student
violence is a reality with which administrators must con¬
tend. Schools are part of our society and reflect the issues
that are prevalent in it. Student violence is a serious
societal problem.
Discipline in America's schools has been character¬
ized as a major concern of the general public for the last
three decades (Elam, Rose, and Gallup 1996). Teachers find
themselves dealing with the routine of handling discipline
issues rather than instructing students (Met-Life 1993).
Schools in many districts throughout the nation have
resolved discipline problems by the use of out-of-school
suspension (Bodwitch 1993).
Stefkovich and O'Brien (1997) stated that when
dealing with school discipline codes, the majority of urban
districts seek the suspension or expulsion of violating
students. However, in spite of these traditional methods of
dealing with drugs and violence, districts often employ a
host of additional responses in an attenpt to maintain order
in their buildings. Stefkovich and O'Brien (1997) concluded
that educational officials must maintain a safe and orderly
learning environment for students and school personnel. The
rhetoric surrounding state and federal efforts to combat
school violence has been strengthened by reports of
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increased drug use among students (National Institute on
Drug Use 1994) .
There has been much political attention given to
youth violence and substance abuse. In addition to the Goals
2000: Educate America Act, a number of legislative proposals
have sough to address issues of safety in and around the
nation's schools (Stefkovich and O'Brien 1997). In 1990,
Congress passed the Gun-Free School Zones Act, which made it
a federal crime to discharge or even possess a loaded
firearm within 1,000 feet of a school. These laws have
addressed the issues of school violence and have brought to
the forefront that violence is on the increase in our
nation.
Glazer (1993) stated that there are a growing number
of shootings involving students in small-town and suburban
schools, and this increase has experts convinced that school
violence is no longer just a big-city phenomenon. Some
experts blame a breakdown in school discipline, while other
researchers point to gangs and the use of drugs. This may be
common in the Cobb County school district and the schools
that will be examined in this study.
One way that school personnel have dealt with drugs
and violence is to institute policies and practices to
search students (Stefkovich and O'Brien, 1997). Stefkovich
and O'Brien commented that, in the past, the searches have
generally involved only those students suspected of weapons
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possession or drug use. More recently, certain types of
searches have been extended to include large groups of
pupils, if not the entire student body. For example, some
schools have installed metal detectors, and others have
instituted random drug testing (Stefkovich and O'Brien
1997) .
Recent data continue to support the concern of
school violence and drugs. According to the Met-Life survey
(1993), more urban teachers reported feeling that violence
or the threat of violence has made their colleagues and
students less enthusiastic about attending school. In the
1994 California School Climate and Safety Survey (Furlong,
Morrison, and Dear 1994) of 8,000 students in Southern
California, urban students reported feeling unsafe at school
more frequently than their suburban counterparts. Addition¬
ally, students from urban areas reported seeing more guns on
their censuses and being threatened by those guns more often
(Barbanel 1993) . In a study by Sheley, McGee, and Wright
(1992), nine inner-city male students surveyed reported
having possessed a gun at school in the year prior to the
survey. This was in contrast to the average of three to six
foxind in the sample that included rural and suburban
schools.
In light of these data, there can be no debate that
violence and drugs in and around schools are serious prob¬
lems facing all educators in this nation including, and
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perhaps especially, those in urban schools (Barbanel 1993).
Indeed, a number of national initiatives as well as certain
federal laws have emerged from recognition of the increase
in drugs and violence in our nations schools, thus spurring
local districts to take action (Stefkovich and O'Brien
1997) . These views are shared by a majority of researchers
who have explored the literature and found these views to be
the new trend in our schools today.
School violence has become a dismal fact of life,
yet many educators continue to respond with not-in-my-
school-yard denial (Salholz 1992) . Salholz (1992) stated
that this attitude has changed since the increase in student
violence in all areas of the country. Siiburban school
districts are developing policies to combat the increase in
student violence (National School Boards Association 1993);
in 720 school districts, 82 percent reported an increase in
violence in their school in the past five years. These
increases are occurring across all geographic areas.
The violence, gang activities, and graffiti so
prevalent in our society are all manifestations of a lack of
social responsibility. When a student is disruptive in a
classroom or school setting, he or she is showing a lack of
concern or regard for others--other students' right to learn
and the teacher's right to teach. The disrupting student is,
in effect, demonstrating a lack of social responsibility
(Marshall 1998).
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Cantrell and Cantrell (1993) stated that the com¬
munity sharing information with police and planning antigang
interventions with the school community are vital to pre¬
venting gang-related youth violence. They commented that if
a preventive approach to school violence is going to work,
schools amd communities must stand together in every aspect
of its iirqplementation.
Some researchers have suggested that when children
face poverty or abuse or other problems that ultimately
foster violent behavior, schools can collaborate closely
with community social-service agencies to provide children
and their families with timely and affordable access to
counseling, financial assistance, and protection (Kadel
1993) . Kadel expressed that parent education at school for
families of children who are in trouble can create bonds
between family and the school that will benefit both, parent
cuad school.
Although information is sketchy and sometimes
contradictory, the statistics of Furlong, Morrison, and Dear
(1994) suggested that incidents of aggression and violence
are increasing at an alarming rate. Figures in their study
pointed out that 3 million violence-related acts are
reported each year by school officials. Following a two-year
study, the American Psychological Association's Commission
on Youth Violence (APA 1993) recommended the establishment
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of school-based interventions to help schools provide a safe
environment by preventing acts of aggression.
Leadership is an inportant part of positive student
discipline, and the principal plays an important leadership
role in establishing school discipline, both by effective
administration and by personal exaii5)le. Principals of well-
disciplined students are usually highly visible models,
(National Association of Elementary School Principals 1993).
This study found that principals using the "management by
walking around" model were greeting students and teachers
and informally monitoring possible problem areas. Effective
principals are liked and respected, rather than feared, and
communicate caring for students as well as willingness to
in^ose punishment if necessary.
In a study involving eight middle schools in
Oiarlotte, South Carolina, Gottfredson (1989) concluded that
stable and supportive administrative leadership was the
"overriding factor" determining whether a discipline program
was effective. Schools that successfully in5)lemented a pilot
program experienced district iirprovements in discipline in
this classic study.
Bamberg (1994) and Ascher (1994) agreed that
attention to violence prevention must take into account the
social and cultural mores guiding children’s attitudes and
behavior. They believed that ideas of aggressive behavior
and victory at all costs are deeply imbedded in the American
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ethos. This is basically the reason the Americans are an
aggressive people.
This thought was also expressed by Kauffman (1995) ,
who stated that assertiveness, taught as a social skill,
helps young people learn how to take advantage of oppor¬
tunities offered by different services and job training
programs. These students learn how to resist unwanted
pressures and intimidation, resolve conflicts nonviolently,
and make smart decisions about drugs, weapons, and school.
The National Research Council (1993) identified
several characteristics that alert administrators and
teachers to aggression in the schools. These characteristics
include relatively large numbers of students in small
spaces, a limited capacity to avoid confrontation, and
routines and demands for conformity that contribute to
feelings of anger, resentment, and rejection among students.
Students are shortchanged daily in classrooms all
over America in a high-tech age that should provide state-
of-the art education. One can read about the violence,
chaos, and gross illiteracy of inner-city schools in the
newspaper. The deterioration of American education in
today's classrooms is deadly. Ironically, its presence is
also not commonly detected until it is too late to repair
widespread damage. The buck gets passed through the educa¬
tional system as fast as the hype over improving our schools
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is passed through the political arena and the media (McGraw
1998).
Researchers believe that violence can be reduced in
the long term if the consequences are swift, assured, and
restrictive of personal preferences rather than harsh or
physically painful (Kaufman 1995). Eighty-nine percent of
respondents in 700 cities and towns surveyed by the National
League of Cities in 1994 said that school violence is a
problem in their community (Arndt 1994). Researchers have
identified several major causes for the increase in violent
behavior, causes so entangled that attempting to address one
while ignoring another is to risk failure altogether.
Poverty, racism, unemployment, substance abuse, easy access
to weapons, inadequate or abusive parenting practices, and
frequent exposure to violence through the media are all
culpable (National Association for the Education of Young
Children 1993) .
Violence among today's young people, especially at
school, has been labeled by many health professionals as a
potential threat to the overall health an academic success
of children (King 1998). Approximately one in four students
report worrying about becoming a victim of crime or threats
at school, and one in eight report having been victimized at
school (Schwartz 1996).
Studies have shown that schools with low levels of
violent behavior are distinguished from those with high
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levels by a positive school climate where nurturance,
inclusiveness, and community feeling are evident (Walker
1995) . Walker commented that when students feel recognized
and appreciated by at least one adult at school, they will
be less likely to act out against the school ethos of
nonviolence.
Lopez (1998) stated that when principals and
teachers demonstrate high expectations for behavior and
accountability, even the most severe high-risk students can
be redirected in positive ways and taught how to change
behavior. It is the principal's responsibility to establish
those expectations to create a positive leaming environ¬
ment. Lopez found that in high-risk schools where principals
lead, the entire school will follow.
A school-wide discipline plan helps foster a peace¬
ful, caring student culture. Stmctures should be created to
achieve two aims: to actively teach and reinforce children
in highly visible ways and to hold children accountable for
misbehavior (Walker, Colvin, and Ramsey 1995) .
A school discipline policy is a much-needed factor
in the positive managing of a school (Avellar-Fleming 1994).
Avellar-Fleming stated that a good discipline policy allows
room for intervention techniques before the final conse¬
quence is meted out.
Creating an appealing, noninstitutional atmosphere
in the building can contribute to a positive school climate.
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Getting students involved with beautifying the building and
grounds heightens feelings of ownership and community (Sabo
1993) . Walker (1995) fo\md that a school-wide discipline
plan helps foster a peaceful, caring student culture.
To in5)rove school-wide behavior and begin to build
a new sense of community, a staff could form a behavior
committee (Wade 1997). This plan featured rewards and
consequences. Some of the committee might want to have
philosophical differences with the type of plan that school
will have in place but the most inportant part of the plan
is to make sure that the school is safe (Wade 1997) .
Other researchers felt that the victimization of
adolescents, particularly twelve- to fifteen-year-olds, is
growing (American Psychological Association 1993). Over all
the concern about adolescent violence hangs the threat of
firearms (Hoffman 1996). Hoffman stated that the median age
of first gun ownership in the United States is twelve years
old. Often, this gun comes as a form of a gift from a male
relative.
Few students come to school without problems, and no
school succeeds in helping students grow without addressing
these problems. Dealing with student behavior is integral to
our role. Discipline is hard work, but creative discipline
that fosters a sense of responsibility and ownership reaps
long-term benefits (Krajewski 1996).
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Student violence is an alarming circumstance that
must be taken serious in schools today (Chadboume 1994) ,
According to the Center to Prevent Handgun Violence,
seventy-one people were killed in schools in 1990, and the
number in recent years has increased (Caudle 1996). Students
are killing students at an alarming rate in schools today
(U.S. Department of Justice 1997) .
Many teachers and researchers agree that in the last
five years there has been a significant change in the acts
of violence in schools across the nation (Raudonis 1998).
Students are less and less concerned about their academic
success at school and tend to have greater concern about
being safe at school (Henry 1998). Researchers believe that
the lack of parental involvement at the home and school
levels models to students that if parents are not concerned
about academics and behavior, why should students be
concerned (Raudonis 1998). These views are echoed by many
researchers in the recent literature. Since inappropriate
student behavior is on the rise, teachers cannot avoid
dealing with student behavior and probably need to begin by
establishing order in the classroom (Harrison, Blakemore,
Buck, and Pellett 1996).
Brady (1994) addressed the violence that is seen by
children in various locations of the country. These students
have seen deaths, shootings, robberies, and other violent
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acts, according to the interviews that he conducted with
teens.
The deterioration of American education in today's
classrooms is deadly. Ironically, its presence is also not
commonly detected until it is too late to repair widespread
damage. The buck gets passed through the educational system
as fast as the hype over inproving schools is passed through
the political arena and the media.
The Goals 2000 Educate America Act, signed in 1994,
aims to achieve eight national goals by 2000, and one of
these goals is that every school will be free of drugs and
violence. The issue of violence is a national concern.
Nearly one-fourth of America's public school students say
they have been victims of an act of violence in or around
school (Met-Life Survey of the American Teacher 1993).
Amette (1996) stated that the nation is finally
opening its eyes to the problem of violence and schoolyard
bullies. National studies show that approximately one child
in ten has either been bullied or has bullied another child
at school. These issues are the pressing concerns of
parents, teachers, and administrators as they attack the
problem of student violence and student behavior.
American children have become more aggressive, more
impulsive, more disobedient, more lonely, and more sad (Beck
1997) . This decline in the very nature of the emotional and
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social life of children may, in fact, be more alarming than
the dip in SAT scores.
When children face poverty or abuse or other prob¬
lems that ultimately foster violent behavior, schools can
collaborate closely with community social service agencies
to provide children and their families with timely and
affordable access to counseling, financial assistance, and
protection (Kadel 1993). Parent education at school for
families of children who are in trouble can create bonds
between family and school that will benefit both (Follman
1994) .
Despite inconsistencies, many promising types of
antiviolence strategies, focusing on both discipline and
social and personal transformation, have been decided by
government, communities, and schools. Most have originated
in urban areas, where youth violence was first identified
(Schwartz 1996). Many strategies and programs have been
in^jlemented to prevent youth violence so that local leaders
can base decisions about their own efforts on the experience
of other communities (Morley 1996) .
There have been many initiatives by government
agencies to prevent violence. Legislation now exists at all
levels of government to reduce the availability of guns,
particularly the sale of weapons to minors. Weapons offenses
are adjudicated more harshly in general, and the practice of
trying violent juvenile offenders as adults is growing. Some
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states now hold parents legally responsible for certain
behavior of their children, such as truancy and delincjuency
(Kober 1994; Lane, Richardson, and Van Berkum 1996).
In order to deal specifically with violence in
schools. President Clinton signed the 1994 Gun-Free Schools
Act, mandating a one-year expulsion for students who bring
weapons to school and bolstering the "zero tolerance" for
weapons policies of some states and school districts already
in existence (Rossi and Daughty 1996). The Federal govern¬
ment and most states also make funds available for preven¬
tion activities through anticrime and education legislation.
These include antigang programs and other very focused
prevention education, as well as more general recreational
activities (Hoffman 1996).
Institutionalization of a code of conduct demon¬
strates a commitment to violence prevention and helps staff
and students feel safe. The school code should clearly
explain school rules and punishments for infractions. A
cornerstone of all policies is the federally mandated "zero
tolerance for guns" provision. Some schools also institute
zero-tolerance provisions for other types of offenses, such
as assaulting a teacher, so that violent students can be
removed from regular classrooms. Because some disruptive
students might welcome expulsion, many policies assert that
the school response to certain specified acts will be legal
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prosecution. These views are shared by several researchers
(Ascher 1994, Cohen 1992, Lane 1996) ,
Policies can be created at three levels: district,
school, and classroom. Since there are different concerns at
each level, it is reasonable for students to be governed by
several complementary policies. Collaborative development by
administrators, teachers, parents, and even students, with a
review for legal compliance, helps ensure that a policy will
be respected and enforced. Periodically reviewing a policy
for appropriateness, effectiveness, and completeness main¬
tains its usefulness over time. Copies are given to admin¬
istrators, teachers, parents, and students. Students may
also have the rules explained to them in assembly or in
classrooms to be sure to sure they understand the purpose of
the rules, the parameters of acceptable behavior, and the
consequences of infractions. Many researchers have supported
these policies (Schwartz 1994; Weisenburger, Underwood, and
Fortune 1995; Wilson-Brewer 1991).
Schools can reduce violence by promoting mutual
respect among all members of their community, student self-
respect, and appreciation for diversity. They demonstrate
respect for students through availability of good facilities
and resources, such as up-to-date textbooks, laboratories,
and computer equipment (Weisenburger, Underwood, and Fortune
1995) .
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While the pxiblic is ready to believe that school
violence is ever-present, local leaders and school adminis¬
trators are not willing to acknowledge its occurrence on
their own watch. Their position is based on the fear that
people will boycott communities and schools labeled unsafe
and that they will be blamed for failing to keep the peace.
Gang activity at school is particularly susceptible to "the
Ostrich syndrome," as administrators may ignore the problem.
An unfortunate consequence of such denial is that oppor¬
tunities to reduce violence are lost (Schwartz 1996) ,
Other researchers believe that sharing information
with police and planning antigang interventions with the
school community are vital to preventing gang-related youth
violence (Cantrell and Cantrell 1993, Stem 1991, Walker
1995) , This thought is a way to prevent gang activity and
curtail student violence.
In a study conducted by Schwartz (1994) on strate¬
gies to reduce school violence, she revealed that violence
among youth, especially in schools, is one of American
society's most pressing concerns. It is also a source of
controversy. While no recent nationwide study of the real
extent of youth violence is available, small-scale and
regional studies indicate that youth violence is increasing,
at least slightly. In addition, youth, like adults, are now
more frequently using guns instead of fists to settle dis¬
putes. Lastly, whereas youth violence had once been thought
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to be an urban public school problem and a consequence of
poverty and family dysfunction, stable suburban and rural
communities are now also experiencing it, as are private
schools.
Concern about increasing youth violence is being
channeled to a variety of innovative and potentially
effective programs around the country. Although components
vary depending on the particular needs of the community, the
most effective programs involve the following (Newkumet and
Casserly 1996):
1. Make an accurate assessment of the existence of
violence and especially gang activity,
2. Use all the resources in the community, including
social services and law enforcement, and not just rely on
school officials to deal with the problem.
3. Incorporate family services into both community
and school programs.
4. Intervene early in a child's life.
5. Include not only antiviolence strategies but also
positive experiences.
6. Create and communicate clearly defined behavior
codes and enforce them strictly and uniformly.
7. Prepare to engage in a long-term effort.
This organizational plan for effective school
strategies for safer schools was designed by (Newkumet and
Casserly 1994).
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In all school systems it is likely that sometimes
antiviolence work will be con^romised by lack of resources
and time and that even the most dedicated individuals will
feel frustrated (Schwartz 1996) . Early evaluations of well-
organized programs suggest that success is possible, though;
and statistics demonstrating an increase in youth violence,
however slight, indicate that the effort and the expenditure
are necessary (Linquanti and Berliner 1994) .
Student Suspension
Each year, 1.5 million students miss a day or more
of school because they have been suspended or expelled (U.S.
Department of Education 1993). As a disciplinary alterna¬
tive, the practice of suspending or expelling students from
school was originally intended to serve a dual purpose: (1)
to offer a mechanism for teachers to temporarily dismiss
violent or grossly misbehaving students from the classroom
or school building, and (2) to allow such students an
opportunity to cool down and reflect on the disruption that
they may have caused (Garibaldi, Blanchard, and Brooks
1996).
Many researchers believe that the tougher school
policies established because of student violence has led to
more students being suspended out of school (Moles 1993,
Raudonis 1998). Suspending students from school is among the
most widely used measure of disciplining students, according
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to Orinstein (1993). Suspensions generally involve exclusion
of a student from school for a brief, definite period of
time, not usually exceeding ten days (Lunenburg and Omstein
1991). Prior to the case of Goss v. Lopez (419 U.S. 565,
1975), students could be suspended without due process for
as many days as the local school administrator decided the
violation warranted. The court concluded that oral notice to
the student of the reason for short suspensions followed by
an immediate, informal hearing by a local school official
should fulfill the due process requirement in suspensions.
When common sense prevails, suspension can be an
effective and appropriate tool to modify a student's
behavior. If nothing else, an argument for suspension can
certainly be made on behalf of the other students in the
class and the teacher (Ambrose 1995). An adolescent by
nature will test limits, question rules, and challenge
authority. Being sensitive to this process is fine, but not
at the expense of the mental health of the teacher or the
academic atmosphere for other students, Ambrose concluded.
Suspension is not the only answer to discipline
problems but is an alternative to be used when all else has
failed (Gibson 1995). Suspension, as it is used in school
systems today, is a "quick fix" to a problem that is part of
the society today and that is student violence (Ambrose
1995) .
51
In a survey of U.S. schools conducted by the
Department of Education (School Survey 1996), the three
disciplinary actions taken by schools when violation of
rules occurred were expulsion, transfers to alternative
schools or programs, and out-of-school suspensions lasting
five or more days. The survey reported that for Violation l,
possession of a firearm, 5 percent of all schools reported
one or more of these three actions against students for a
total of 16,587 actions. Half of the actions reported were
out-of-school suspensions lasting five or more days (49
percent). For Violation 2, possession of a weapon other than
a firearm, 55 percent were out-of-school suspension. For
Violation 3, possession, distribution, or use of alcohol or
drugs, including tobacco, 27 percent of schools reported
taking a total of about 1,700,00 actions; 62 percent of the
actions were out-of-school suspensions lasting five or more
days. For Violation 4, physical attacks or fights, about 40
percent of schools reported having taken at least one of the
actions against students for fighting, for an estimated
total of 331,000 actions. The most reported action for
fighting was out-of-school suspension lasting five or more
days (66 percent). According to this study, out-of-school
suspension was the most relied on consequence of schools in
the united States (School Survey 1996).
The Fourteenth Amendment rights of students in
schools were clearly articulated by the United States
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Supreme Court in Goss v. Lopez (1975) . This case has
previously been mentioned, but researchers believe that it
is relevant in so many suspension and due process cases. The
case involved a class action suit brought by piablic school
students in Ohio who had been suspended for misconduct
without a hearing. In rendering its decision, the Goss Court
maintained that due process requires, at a minimum, that
students suspended from school for ten days or less must be
given either oral or written notice of the charges and an
opportunity to tell their side of the story. Generally, this
notice and the right to be heard must be given prior to a
student's removal from school. If, however, the student's
presence presents a danger to property or to persons or
threatens to endanger the academic process, immediate
removal may justified with the notice and hearing following
as soon as practicable (Goss v. Lopez 1975).
Notice and a right to be heard provide the baseline
for students' due process rights. The Goss Court and
subsequent courts (e.g.. Wood v. Strickland 1975) have
implied that if the suspension was for more than ten days,
then students would likely be guaranteed more rights. In
addition, states as well as individual school districts may
grant students additional protections. Shoop and Dunklee
(1992) pointed out that in the case of long-term suspensions
or expulsions, some states allow inspection of evidence
(e.g., Nebraska) or cross-examination of witnesses (e.g..
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Massachusetts). These additional rights, however, are
contingent on individual state law or school board policy
and are by no means \aniversal guarantees.
How Fourth Amendment protections should apply to
public school students was first articulated in 1985 by the
United States Supreme Court in New Jersey v. T.L.O. In
T.L.O. the Court held that students have Fourth Amendment
rights in piiblic schools but that these rights must be
balanced against the duty of educational officials to
maintain a safe and orderly learning environment. The Court
also provided a standard to determine whether searches are
reasonable in light of this balance.
T.L.O. (1985) involved a student at Piscataway High
School, New Jersey, whose purse was searched by an assistant
principal in response to suspicion of a routine smoking
violation. During the course of the search for cigarettes,
the administrator noticed a pack of rolling papers.
Suspecting drug use, the assistant principal continued to
search the purse for other evidence. The thorough search of
the handbag led to the finding of marijuana, a quantity of
money, and other evidence suggesting marijuana dealing. The
student’s attorney moved to have the evidence obtained in
the search excluded from any subsequent juvenile delinquency
proceedings by claiming that the search violated her Fourth
Amendment rights. The Court upheld the assistant principal's
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search and stated that a search is legal if at the inception
the administrator had probable cause to initiate the search.
The case of People v. Dukes (1992) was the first
recorded case regarding metal detector searches in public
schools. Dukes involved the search of a student's bookbag at
Washington Irving High School in New York City. In this
case, a school-district-employed Special Police Officer
searched the bag of a high school student as part of a
routine search. The search, which was conducted with the use
of a hand-held metal detector, yielded a manila folder that
contained a four-inch switchblade knife. Dukes claimed that
her Fourth Amendment rights were violated by the metal
detector search. The Court upheld that the search was
justified by the same fact that in airports passengers go
through a metal detector, as do the bags of passengers go
through an x-ray machine, to protect the rights of all
people in the public environment of the airport. Similar
cases of people being searched in different places are
Downing v. Kunzio (1972), People v. Kuhn (1973), United
States V. Albarado (1974), and United States v. Davis
(1973) .
On a final note, a few words must be said about the
Supreme Court decision in United States v. Lopez (1995).
Justice Breyer's dissenting opinion in this case demon¬
strates the importance of school violence issues in this
country. Lopez is the only Supreme Court case addressing the
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issue of guns in the school. The case involved a student•s
challenge of the Gun-Free School Act of 1990.
In March of 1992, Alfonson Lopez, Jr., of San
TUitonio, Texas, was caught carrying a .38 caliber handgun
and several bullets. He was arrested and charged with
firearm possession on school grounds under the state law.
He violated the Gun-Free School Zone Act, which makes it
illegal to carry a gun within 1,000 feet of a school.
The court iruled in Lopez (1995) , not specifically
addressing the school violence issue, but stating that gun-
related violence threatens classroom learning. Justice
Breyer asserted that the detrimental effect of violence in
the schools affects interstate and foreign commerce in that
schools ultimately prepare students for participation in the
workplace. Further, this effect is substantial, and thus
within the realm of Congress to regulate. Although this
dissenting opinion is not legally binding, it demonstrates
the extent to which violence can be thought to damage
schools and the nation as a whole (Stefkovitch and O'Brien
1997).
Generally, courts have held that expulsion of
students from school jeopardizes a student's property
interests in an education. Thus, students are guaranteed at
least minimum due process under the Fourteenth Amendment.
This makes it more likely that discipline plans and academic
goals will be supported consistently, thus improving school
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climate and keeping students in school (Aleem and Moles
1993) .
Research was conducted in the New Orleans public
school system in the area of conflict resolution training,
teacher effectiveness, and student suspension. This research
was undertaken to determine the program's inpact on
teachers’ classroom management skills and their use of
suspension referrals as disciplinary measures (Garibaldi,
Blanchard, and Brooks 1996).
Shanker (1996) stated that a large majority of the
piiblic, parents, and teachers want students who are caught
with drugs or with weapons to be removed permanently from
their schools. They also agree that chronically disruptive
students should be taken out of class so that teachers can
concentrate on the students who want to learn. Shanker
continued by stating that schools should create more
alternative schools for chronically disruptive students.
Good ones are expensive, but not nearly as costly as the
loss of learning disruptive students cause their classmates.
They are far cheaper than prisons, where violent youngsters
are headed if they do not get help.
A concern about the disproportionate number of
African American male students being suspended in the New
Orleans school system in all grade levels was a major issue.
Research clearly demonstrated that student from kindergarten
through college who know how to manage their conflicts
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constructively usually exhibit higher academic performance
and are less likely to be suspended or expelled from school
(Bodwitch 1993, Johnson et al. 1992). Despite skepticism
regarding the benefits of some conflict resolution programs
(Posner 1994), many teachers view them as practical answers
to some discipline problems faced within classrooms.
The research showed that all teacher responses about
the nature of student conflicts in their schools paralleled
the findings of the school system's Student Hearing Commis¬
sion (George 1996), which identified fighting as the primary
reason for student suspensions in the four schools during
the 1995-96 school year. Further, this New Orleans research
identified that the majority of the teachers interviewed
reported that their students were unable to manage their
anger or to disagree with each other without fighting
(Garibaldi, Blanchard, and Brooks 1996).
MacWilliams (1992) viewed the issue of out-of-school
suspension as a short-term fix for a recurring problem. She
concluded that students returning from an out-of-school
suspension are likely to pick up where they left off,
exhibiting the same behaviors that got them suspended in the
first place. This researcher felt that proactive is more
desirable that reactive and that positive reinforcement is
more effective than negative reinforcement. MacWilliams
(1992) stressed that it only makes common sense, therefore,
that in the absence of appropriate rehabilitative support,
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out-of-school suspensions tend to reinforce the very
behaviors that our schools are hoping to eliminate.
Ambrose (1995) stated in his research that when
common sense prevails, suspension can be an effective and
appropriate way to modify a student's behavior. If nothing
else, an argument for suspension can certainly be made on
behalf of the other students in the class and the instruc¬
tor. This view is unlike those of many other researchers in
recent studies.
Most adolescents by nature will test limits, ques¬
tion rules, and challenge authority (Ambrose 1995) . Many of
the parents, students, and staff are tired of seeing the
learning process for a majority of students destroyed by a
small number of students who repeatedly refuse to cooperate
with the staff. Suspension should be used as a last solution
when all else fails to change student behavior (Gibson
1995) . Gibson stated that, to make suspension a successful
strategy, frequent communication between the child's home
and the teacher, counselor, or administrator before and
during the suspension is critical.
Rose (1996), in a study of schools in Corpus
Christi, Texas, said this was one of the first districts to
make good use of a new Texas law that gives teachers the
right to permanently remove chronically disruptive students
from the classrooms. The Corpus Christi American Federation
of Teachers (CCAFT), the Texas Federation of Teachers, and
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Other AFT locals in the state had lobbied hard for this law.
This district has quietly been building a reputation as a
leading-edge system when it comes to student discipline.
Corpus Christi became the first district in Texas to
formally endorse the AFT's nationwide campaign for high
standards of achievement and conduct, "Responsibility,
Respect, Result: Lessons for Life." Corpus Christi has gone
on to implement alternative learning centers for violent and
disruptive youths and to establish a student code of conduct
that is one of the best in the nation.
The district's willingness to deal with the problem
head-on was underscored by a teacher survey on school
discipline; 2,900 teachers in Corpus Christi received it,
and two-thirds responded. Topping the list of discipline-
related concerns were verbal insults {which 49 percent of
teachers called the biggest problem in schools), followed by
pushing and shoving episodes (44 percent), stealing (38
percent), and threats to students (32 percent). Teachers
also believed it was a minority of students that accounted
for the majority of discipline-related problems in schools,
and concerns about discipline cut across all social and
economic lines in the city. These students were suspended
out of school for violation of these rules (Rose 1996) .
Suspension in most cases is a wonderful opportunity
for a student to ride a bike, go skateboarding, or sit at
home and watch the cartoon channel all day long (Feucht
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1998) . In short, a suspension is punitive in an academic
sense as well as productive, because most of the work the
student conpletes will enhance his or her knowledge or, at a
minimum, refresh concepts that should have long since been
mastered.
The act of suspension can be viewed, according to
the research, in two ways: (1) short-term suspension, which
may last up to three days depending on the school district;
and (2) unspecified suspension, which may last for up to ten
days or an unspecified period of time. A principal can
suspend a student for an unspecified period. As with a short
suspension, the parents or guardians must be notified
immediately.
Smamary
The chapter was divided into three sections. These
sections addressed school climate, student violence/student
discipline, and suspension. The literature review covered
classic and current research of the three areas. A large
number of researchers have written on the topic of school
climate and felt that the principal plays a major role in
the climate of the school. The major indicators of school
climate were discussed; these indicators of school climate
were: (1) Clear Mission, (2) Safe and Orderly School
Environment, (3) High Morale, (4) Expectations for Success,
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(5) Effective Instmctional Leadership, (6) Quality Class¬
room Instruction, (7) Monitoring Student Progress, and
(8) Positive Home-School Relations. These are the major
indicators of school climate and were addressed in this
chapter.
Out-of-school suspension was the dependent variable
and many researchers have written on this issue. Out-of-
school suspension may affect school climate and have an
effect on other indicators of school climate.
Students need to feel secure and safe in school in
order to achieve. Many acts of violence and discipline were
mentioned in this chapter. Recent research contends that if
students have a school-wide discipline plan, developed by
the staff, then violence and student discipline can be
minimized at the local level.
Chapter III explores the theoretical framework of
the issue of school climate and other indicators and their
relationship to out-of-school suspension.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
is a relationship between school climate and out-of-school
suspensions in selected elementary schools.
Indicators of School Climate
School climate refers to the way teachers, adminis¬
trators, and students feel about the school where they
attend, work, and manage. The indicators of school climate
are the following:
School mission is the philosophy that the principal
and the staff develop to obtain their instructional goals
and objectives. A clear mission gives everyone at the school
the goal that the school is trying to achieve now and in the
future.
Safe learning environment refers to the overall
security and appearance of the facility and its use by staff
and students; including the operation of daily routines and
discipline of students. A safe environment frees staff and
students to focus on academics and the goals of the school.
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The first priority of all staff members is the safety of the
students in an environment that is conducive to learning.
Hill (1996) contended that schools that have a learning
setting fostering order and high expectations for student
performance set the foundation for a safe school.
Expectations for success refer to the belief that
students can achieve at their highest capabilities and that
teachers have an opportunity for input and are involved in
the decision-making process at the school. Schools that
foster setting high expectations for the students are
schools that believe all students can learn. Teachers and
administrators must establish goals that push students to
the next level.
High morale is indicated by the way that students,
teachers, and administrators feel about the school that they
are working in, attending,; and managing. Students enjoy
attending school when the instruction is motivating.
Teachers enjoy coming to work when they feel good about
their school. Administrators enjoy work when they feel that
they are satisfying the goals of all stakeholders. Orinstein
(1993) stated that the higher the morale and the lower the
absenteeism and turnover, the higher the job satisfaction in
the organization.
Effective instructional leadership refers to prin¬
cipals who consider curriculum and instructional aspects of
the job as one of the top priority work areas, and they
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often spend more time on the job related to these two
technical areas of development (Glickman 1990) . This state¬
ment shows that administrators should be the instructional
leaders of a school. When there is effective instructional
leadership, students feel that they have attained academic
achievement. Principals play a huge role in the academic
success of every student in the school. Principals are the
key to the instructional program in many schools (Hill
1996) .
Quality classroom instruction refers to the quality
that teachers use to enrich the curriculum. Teachers must
follow the guided instruction that school officials and
board members require for every student. Instruction is to
be vigorous, and students should be on task in an environ¬
ment conducive for learning. Quality classroom instruction
is essential for a positive school climate.
Monitoring student progress involves teachers and
leadership personnel analyzing the progress of students by
many means of assessment (Olivia 1993). Students must be
monitored and assessed in as many ways possible to determine
their achievement. The analysis and conparison of the
results of norm-referenced tests, criterion-referenced
tests, teacher tests, teacher observations, and other means
require teachers, parents, and leadership personnel to
evaluate the instructional program and individual student
progress (O'Neal 1987).
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Home-school relations refers to communication
between the school personnel and the parents or guardians of
the students. Communication has a vital role in accomplish¬
ing school goals and creating a positive home-school
relationship (Orinstein 1993). Teachers, administrators, and
parents must maintain a positive and active role in communi¬
cations. Teddlie (1984) further explained that effective
schools employ mechanisms to involve parents and the
community in the decision-making process so that within the
community there is a sense of ownership in the schools.
Presentation and Definition of Variables
Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1990) stated that the
dependent variable is the phenomenon that is the object of
study and investigation. The independent variable is the
factor that is measurably separate and distinct from the
dependent variable, but it may relate to the dependent
variable.
The variable upon which the effects of the
manipulation are observed is called the dependent variable.
Out-of-school suspension represents the dependent variable
in this research. It is named the dependent variable because
its value depends upon and varies with the value of ^he
independent variables.
The independent variables in this study will consist
of teachers' perceptions of overall school climate and the
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indicators of school climate. To examine school climate,
this study will use the eight indicators of school climate
and compare them to their relationship to out-of-school
suspension. The eight indicators will help to establish the
relationship between the independent variables and the
dependent variable.
Socioeconomic status (SES) will be the moderating
variable. SES will be used to moderate the predictive
validity of a test. This improves the predictive validity
and gives the researcher the ability to predict a valid
outcome.
In this section the independent and dependent vari¬
ables are presented and defined. The independent variables
in this study focus on school climate as the lead indepen¬
dent variable.
Independent Variables
School Climate: School climate refers to the way
teachers, administrators, and students feel about the school
where they attend, work, and manage. School climate is
measured in terms of (1) school mission, (2) safe learning
environment, (3) expectations for success, (4) high morale,
(5) instructional leadership, (6) classroom instruction, (7)
monitoring student progress, and (8) home-school relations.
67
School mission is defined as the philosophy that the
principal and the staff develop to obtain their instruc¬
tional goals and objectives.
Safe learning environment is defined as the overall
security and appearance of the facility and its use by staff
and students; it includes the operation of daily routines
and discipline of students.
Expectations for success are defined as the belief
that students can achieve at their highest capabilities and
that teachers have an opportunity for input and are involved
in the decision-making process at the school.
High morale is defined as students in the school are
enthusiastic about learning and teachers are involved in the
decision-making process with room for professional growth.
Instructional leadership is defined as the adminis¬
trator observing the instructional process of the school,
and supervision is focused on instructional improvement. The
administrator is available to assist teachers to inprove,
and instructional goals are communicated to the staff.
Classroom instruction is defined as objectives and
expectations that are clear to all, and students are engaged
in instruction with few noninstructional interruptions. The
instructional time is allocated daily for basic skill
instruction, and teachers utilize the entire class time for
instruction.
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Monitoring student progress is defined as teachers
using data from formal and informal assessments to provide
feedback to students; teachers closely monitor assigned
classwork, and school administrators analyze all standard¬
ized test data. These data are then used to enrich or
remediate student instruction.
Home-school relations are defined as communication
between school staff and parents/guardians of the students.
Parents are welcomed in the school and frequently communi¬
cate with teachers. Parents are informed of policies and
procedures of the school. They are supportive of the
school's instructional programs, and teachers communicate
student achievement in the basic skills.
Dependent Variable
Out-of-school suspension; Out-of-school suspension
is defined as the exclusion of a student from school for a
brief, definite period of time, usually not exceeding ten
days (Lunenburg and Ornstein 1991).
Moderating Variable
Socioeconomic status (SES) of school is defined as
the percentage of students on free or reduced lunch. A




The relationship between school climate and out-of-
school suspension is one that can be described as important.
School climate, if positive, should keep students from being
suspended out of school. On the other hand, if the school
climate is negative, then students might behave in such a
way as to warrant out-of-school suspension.
The ultimate criterion for assessment of the quality of
school environments is concern with the levels of produc¬
tivity and satisfaction. School climate makes a better place
for teachers to work, parents to become involved, and
students to learn, according to many research studies. The
indicators of school climate are the following.
Safe learning environment: Student violence, if
minimized, should reduce the out-of-school suspension rate.
Students who are in a safe school tend to behave better and
achieve at a greater rate. Violence among youth, especially
in schools, is one of American society's most pressing
concerns (Stewards 1996). When the school's environment is
positive and safe, the students should have positive
behavior. Despite sensational anecdotal media reports
suggesting that the public is generally unsafe because of
youth lawlessness, it is likely that youth violence is not
as pervasive as is feared (Coshsen 1991) .
Expectations for success: Successful schools and
school systems have high expectations for students.
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teachers, and leadership personnel. Individuals tend to
behave as those with whom they interact expect them to
behave. It is important that high expectations be com¬
municated and that each group be held accountable for its
behaviors. It is itr5>ortant that expectations be consistent
with the goals and objectives of the school and system.
Schools with high expectations for staff and students should
have low suspension rates in most cases.
High morale: The school and school system are
organized so that decisions are made at the lowest, most
appropriate level in the hierarchy. Leadership personal
utilize some form of participatory management in the
decision-making process which enables more individuals to
have a greater part in the decision-making process at the
school. This enables a true sense of high morale in the
school for all parties.
Leadership personnel and teachers actively work
toward the development of high student morale by encouraging
school spirit, offering genuine opportunities for success,
and recognizing student achievement in all areas of school
life. This process has a connection with student out-of-
school suspension because it should reduce out-of-school
suspension.
Instructional leadership: Personnel in successful
schools and school systems recruit, hire, and retain capable
staff to inclement the goals and objectives of the school
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and system. Additionally, according to O'Neal (1987),
effective leaders are very active in securing resources,
providing opportunities, and promoting staff development
activities. Schools with strong leadership should have less
frequent out-of-school suspensions.
Schools that have strong training for teachers and
leaders that are extremely involved with staff, students,
and parents may have less out-of-school suspension time.
Staff development for all staff should prove to lead to
schools that are effective.
Classroom instruction; Effective schools enphasize
the basic shills, defined as reading, mathematics, science,
and social science. Appropriate time is allotted daily for
basic instruction, and needed materials and supplies are
provided. In the study by renowned researchers Teddlie et
al. (1984), effective schools showed that principals and
teachers should allot and use substantial blocks of uninter¬
rupted time for teaching of reading and mathematics. Time on
task should be used in all schools in order to have quality
classroom instruction. Effective instruction should keep
students on task for a long period of time.
Monitoring student progress: Teachers regularly use
student assessment information to give specific student
feedback and plan for instruction (O'Neal 1987). Student
classwork is monitored closely by teachers, and assignments
in basic skills areas are corrected daily. Student progress
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is communicated to parents in a variety of ways (Gunter,
Estes, and Schwab 1995).
Home-school relations: Effective schools have the
support and involvement of parents and the community.
Specific plans for home-school cooperation aimed at
itiproving student achievement and lowering student acts of
violence are by-products of the home-school effort. Parents
are more easily-accessed when they are in the school and
active in groups related to the school.
Fig. 1 shows the theorized relationships between the
independent auid dependent variables.
Null Hypotheses
The hypotheses are stated in the null form for
testing purposes.
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and school climate for (a)
the total sample and (b) the SES sxobsamples.
Hypothesis 2; There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and a clear school mission
for (a) the total sanple and (b) the SES subsatrples.
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and a safe learning




Independent Variables Dependent Variable
Note. School climate indicators fromO’Neal (1987).
Fig. 1. Theoretical framework
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Hypothesis 4; There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and morale for (a) the
total satrple and (b) the SES sxabsamples.
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and expectations for
success for (a) the total sattple and (b) the SES subsamples.
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and instructional leader¬
ship for (a) the total satiple and (b) the SES sxibsartples.
Hypothesis 7; There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and classroom instruction
for (a) the total satrple and (b) the SES subsamples.
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and monitoring student
progress for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES
subsanples.
Hypothesis 9: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and home-school relations
for (a) the total saitple and (b) the SES subsanples.
Hypothesis 10; There is no significant relative
influence of the indicators of school climate on the
dependent variable out-of-school suspension.
Summary
This chapter presented the theoretical framework for
the study, which consisted of the identification of school
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climate indicators and the dependent variable. The purpose
of this chapter was to identify, define, and link the school
climate indicators as they interact with the dependent
variable out-of-school suspension. This provides a framework
to build the study and makes it clearer for the reader.
The independent variables were identified as school
climate and the school climate indicators: clear school
mission, safe and well-ordered learning environment, high
morale, expectations for success, effective instructional
leadership, quality classroom instruction, monitoring
student progress, and positive home-school relations. The
dependent variable was out-of-school suspension. A descrip¬
tion of the relationship between the variables was provided.
The chapter focused on analyzing the relationship
among the school climate indicators and the dependent
variable. To facilitate the analysis process, ten null
hypotheses were developed. This chapter concluded with the
limitations of the study.
Chapter IV explains the research design that was
used in this study. The description of the setting includes
the physical locations that the study examined and the
school district that was involved in this study. The instru¬
ment is described and examined.
CHAPTER IV
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
The purpose of the study is to examine the rela¬
tionship between school climate and other specific variables
and their effect on out-of-school suspension in selected
elementary schools. This chapter provides a description of
the research design, the setting, sanpling procedures, the
instrument, the data collection process, and statistical
tools that will be used. A summary of the highlighted points
relative to this information concludes the chapter.
Research Desicm
The study is quantitative in design; specifically,
a descriptive survey. Descriptive studies have greatly
increased our knowledge about what happens in schools. Some
descriptive research is intended to produce statistical
information about aspects of education that interest policy
makers cuid educators (Jackson 1983) .
Descriptive research defines "what is." It involves
description, recording, analysis, and interpretation of
con5)arison and contrast and attempts to discover the
relationships between existing nonmanipulated variables
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(Best 1981). This study analyzed relationships among and
between factors that impact out-of-school suspension of
elementary students in the Cobb County School System.
Description of the Setting
The study took place in the Cobb County School
System, which is a part of the metropolitan Atlanta area. It
is an urban district that has ninety-three schools; there
are sixty-one elementary schools, eighteen middle schools,
and fourteen high schools in the district. Cobb has the top
high school for test scores in the state, Walton High, and
one elementary school, Shallowford Falls. Fourteen elemen¬
tary schools in Cobb are school-wide Title I schools.
School-wide Title I schools are elementary schools that have
a free/reduced lunch rate of over 50 percent of the students
qualifying for this benefit.
Cobb has a culturally diverse student population
among schools, resulting from an influx of minorities in the
district. The school district has grown from being the
fourth largest school system in Georgia in the late 1980s to
the third largest system in the state, according to a 1998




All certified staff in Cobb County were the popula¬
tion of the research. They were the targeted group used to
express the way they perceive their school's climate.
Sampling Procedures
Sampling was done with certified staff members and
ordered (a) certified teacher, (b) counselor, (c) media
specialist, and (d) other. Approval to conduct the research
was first sought at the Cobb County Schools research and
evaluation department from Dr. Suscui Hanes, Chairperson of
Research and Evaluation. When approval was granted, a per¬
mission form was sent to each of the principals of the
selected schools for their approval to allow their staff to
participate.
The schools were selected by the willingness of the
local school administrators to allow the survey to be
conducted at their schools. The schools were also selected
by convenience sample, according to their SES and propor¬
tional to their numbers. A total of fifteen schools were
selected: (1) five low SES schools with a high number
{51-100 percent) of students on free/reduced lunch, (2) five
medium SES schools with a moderate number (26-49 percent) of
students on free/reduced lunch, and (3) five high SES
schools with a low number (0-25 percent) of students on
free/reduced liinch.
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The SES of the schools was determined by the
percentage of students enrolled in the free/reduced lunch
program. This information was found in the school system's
department of research and evaluation and the Title I
department. The SES information for all schools is sub¬
mitted to the system office in October of each year. The SES
data of each elementary school as of October 24, 1998, were
used to determine the SES of each school that was to be
surveyed.
Out-of-school suspension records were acquired from
the system's department of research and evaluation. The time
frame for information to be gathered by the Office of
Student Discipline for student out-of-school suspension is
from August of one year to June of the following year. All
discipline information is due for the 1998-99 school year
on June 4, 1999. Each quarter, however, out-of-school
suspension records are sent to the Executive Director for
Elementary Schools. The school years that were used in this
study were 1997-98 and 1998-99.
A stratified random satipling is also preferred
because it permits the researcher to apply inferential
statistics to the data. Inferential statistics enable the
researcher to medce certain inferences about population
values.
At the conclusion of the study, letters summarizing
results and expressing appreciation for participation were
sent to the principal of each school that participated in
the research study.
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Description of the Instrument
The instrument of choice was a modified version of
the Diagnostic Inventory for School Climate (DISC). The
instrument was modified in order to sin5)lify the survey by
placing all items on the instrument by constructs. This is
shown in table 1.
TABLE 1
INDICATORS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND MODIFIED
DISC INSTRUMENT ITEMS
DISC Indicators DISC Items
School Climate (Overall) 1-83
Indicators:
School Mission 1-3
Safe Learning Environment 4-16




Monitoring Student Progress 66-71
Home-School Relations 72-83
The modified DISC was designed to broadly assess the
indicators of school climate described in detail in Chapter
III of this study: (1) school mission, (2) safe learning
environment, (3) expectations for success, (4) high morale.
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(5) instructional leadership, (6) classroom instruction, (7)
monitoring student progress, and (8) home-school relations.
The modified DISC is structured with eighty-three
items in a four-response-choice Likert scale. The parti¬
cipants are instructed to circle the choice that best
represents their response to each statement based on
experiences in their school. The response code is: l = Never
(N) , 2 = Seldom (S), 3 = Usually (U), and 4 * Always (A).
Thus, higher values indicate more agreement with the
statements.
In an effort to establish the validity and reli¬
ability of the instrument, a test-retest reliability with a
seven-day interval was performed on the DISC by Donna and
Michael O'Neal, the creators of the instrument. An item-to-
scale correlation was run and yielded correlation coeffi¬
cient values generally ranging between .59 and .87, with the
preponderance of them falling at about .79 {O'Neal 1987).
The items on the modified DISC have a correlation coeffi¬
cient value ranging from .77 to .90, which is greater than
the original DISC.
The items of the modified DISC are classified into
eight siibscales according to the indicators of school
climate, as shown in table 1.
The original DISC instrument was modified to contain
eighty-three statements; some statements were deleted and
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new ones were added, and statements were rearranged. The
response choices were also modified: 1 « Almost Never (N) ,
2 = Seldom (S), 3 = Usually (U), and 4 «= Almost Always (A) .
As with the original DISC, higher values indicate more
agreement with the statements.
Instrument Reliability
The instrument was modified as discussed, and the
reliability was determined by using Cronbach's coefficient
alpha. The data collected for this research (n = 314) were
used to determine Cronbach's alpha for the revised instru¬
ment. The reliability of the scales of the instrument is
shown in table 2.
TABLE 2
RELIABILITY OF SCALES








Home-School Relations 72-83 .90
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Data Collection
The instrument was administered by the school's
administration to the certified teachers at each partici¬
pating school at a staff meeting. The coTr5)leted instruments
were collected by the researcher at the participating
schools. The data were then coded and analyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer
programs.
Statistical Applications
Correlation statistics were used to analyze the
relationships among and between the variables which impact
out-of-school suspension of elementary students in Cobb
County. The Pearson product-moment coefficient of correla¬
tion (Pearson i), developed by the English statistician Karl
Pearson, is the commonly used correlation index (Ary 1990).
This correlation is used to determine the degree to which
the variables are related and significant. The extent of
the relationship is determined through the use of the
correlation coefficient and is represented by a decimal
number. The larger the coefficient, the stronger the rela¬
tionship. A coefficient of +1.0000 or -1.0000 indicates the
mciximum relationship (Borg and Gall 1989) .
Data were compiled from the coit^jleted instruments
and analyzed using Pearson £ and stepwise multiple regres¬
sion correlations. The .05 level of significance was used
to determine the acceptance or rejection of the null
hypotheses.
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Limitations of the Study
There are several constraints in this study. They
are the following.
1. Since the teachers in this study were from
several schools-and only certain schools were surveyed,
results should not be generalized beyond the school system.
2. The perceptions of teachers may vary by the SES
of their school, and a disparity may be found between their
perceptions and what is actually at the school.
3. The manner of selection of the satrqple will place
limitations on the study. Principals at each school must be
willing to participate in this study.
SuTim&ry
The descriptive correlation design was used in the
research study. This design was selected because the purpose
of the study was to analyze relationships among factors that
impact elementary out-of-school suspension. Correlational
studies are often used in descriptive research that is
concerned with determining the extent of the relationships
existing between and among variables.
The setting was the Cobb County School system. Five
schools with high SES, five schools with medium SES, and
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five schools with low SES were surveyed. The certified staff
were given the survey instrument, and the collected data
were analyzed. A random selection was also taken to get a
better cross section of the district.
The instrument used was a modified version of the
DISC, which is a valid and reliable survey to inventory
school climate. Data were conpiled from the instrument and
analyzed using Pearson £ and stepwise multiple regression
correlations. These tools were efficient and effective for
the data collected.
Chapter V provides an analysis of the data collected
to determine the outcome of the hypotheses. The findings of
the data are analyzed and presented using tables. These data
show if there were any significant differences found in the
data collected. The hypotheses are accepted or rejected
according to the results of the data analysis relative to
the .05 level of significance.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this study was to determine if there
is a significant relationship between school climate and
out-of-school elementary student suspension. School climate
is represented by eight indicators which are the independent
variables. These variables are: (1) school mission, (2) safe
learning environment, (3) expectations for success, (4) high
morale, (5) instructional leadership, (6) classroom instruc¬
tion, (7) monitoring progress, (8) home-school relations,
and (9) overall school climate.
This chapter presents data which were collected and
analyzed in terms of the hypotheses which were generated
from the research questions in Chapter I. The statistical
operation used in analyzing the data was the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Pearson product-
moment correlation (Pearson jc) was utilized to determine if
there were any significant relationships between the eight
indicators of school climate and out-of-school student
suspension. For each relationship, the Pearson jc coefficient
and significcuice (p) are given. A stepwise multiple
regression analysis summarizes and quantifies relationships
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among the variables. It establishes the relationship between
the dependent variable and independent variables as a single
group.
Four hundred twenty-one instruments were returned
out of a total of 650 which were distributed to fifteen
schools. This represents a 65 percent response rate. Of this
number, only 314 instruments were properly con^leted. This
represented 48 percent of the instruments which were dis¬
tributed in this study. Table 3 presents the instrument
response by school.
TABLE 3
INSTRUMENT RESPONSE BY SCHOOL
School Instruments Instruments Usable Usable
Number Sent Returned Instruments Percent
1 40 35 25 62
2 50 38 32 64
3 40 21 20 50
4 40 15 12 30
5 40 19 15 38
6 50 49 40 80
7 40 24 19 48
8 50 30 21 53
9 50 29 24 48
10 40 17 10 25
11 40 39 23 58
12 50 37 26 52
13 40 28 16 40
14 40 16 13 33
15 40 24 18 45
Total 650 421 314 48
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The modifying variable in this study was socio¬
economic status (SES). The fifteen schools in the study were
classified into three categories of high, middle, and low
SES as described in Chapter IV. SES category was determined
by the free and reduced lunch count at each school. The SES
categories were defined as follows: high SES = fewer than 15
percent of students receiving free/reduced lunch; middle
SES = 15 percent to 50 percent of students receiving free/
reduced lunch; and low SES = more than 50 percent of
students receiving free/reduced lunch- The high, middle, and
low SES was determined by the researcher using the total
number of schools (fifteen) and making sure that five
schools were in each category according to their SES. The
mean of SES in the high range was 9 percent, the middle
range was 31 percent, and the low range was 64 percent. The
SES data for the fifteen schools are shown in table 4.
TABLE 4










The means of the school climate indicators for the
fifteen schools are shown in table 5.
TABLE 5





















Total Group 314 3.30 3.29 3.26 3.39 3.31 3.18 3.25 3.54 3.30
School 1 25 3.17 3.04 3.23 3.42 3.09 3.03 3.18 3.47 3.09
School 2 32 3.40 3.37 3.52 3.48 3.37 3.24 3.42 3.62 3.38
School 3 20 3.20 3.27 3.25 3.38 3.08 2.96 3.27 3.49 3.10
School 4 12 3.51 3.56 3.55 3.67 3.36 3.38 3.56 3.74 3.40
School 5 15 3.56 3.47 3.51 3.67 3.62 3.47 3.43 3.84 3.62
School 6 40 3.24 3.33 3.16 3.26 3.27 3.15 3.20 3.45 3.25
School 7 19 3.52 3.37 3.38 3.62 3.64 3.47 3.34 3.82 3.64
School 8 21 3.27 3.28 3.23 3.41 3.27 3.07 3.29 3.48 3.27
School 9 24 3.16 3.20 2.91 3.41 3.48 2.96 3.09 3.57 3.14
School 10 10 3.48 3.59 3.31 3.54 2.48 3.40 3.45 3.73 3.47
School 11 23 3.33 3.32 3.19 3.20 3.48 3.44 3.11 3.52 3.45
School 12 26 2.94 3.03 3.00 3.03 2.92 2.71 3.00 3.14 2.88
School 13 16 3.07 2.87 3.05 3.28 3.08 2.93 2.99 3.45 3.07
School 14 13 3.53 3.54 3.35 3.50 3.63 3.55 3.42 3.56 3.65




The dependent variable in the study was out-of-
school suspension. Data to measure this variable were
coitqpiled using the suspension rates of the fifteen schools
during the 1997-98 and 1998-99 school year. The data were
analyzed using the rate of students, over the two-year span,
who were suspended out-of-school at each of the fifteen
locations, per 100 students.
The mean or average of all scores is given in table
6 for each SES level.
TABLE 6
OUT-OF-SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS

























As shown in table 6, School 1 had the largest number
of out-of-school suspensions, per 100 students, among the
high SES group, with a mean of 4.3269. This is a surpris¬
ingly high mean for a high SES school. Research shows that
fewer suspensions are recorded in schools with high SES.
School 1 had an SES level of 11 percent, which is the second
highest among the high SES schools.
School 6 and School 10 in the medium SES schools are
highlighted because of their high levels of out-of-school
suspensions. School 6 had a mean out-of-school suspensions
of 8.7484, and School 10 had a mean of 5.4167.
Schools 11, 13, and 14 in the low SES level are
highlighted because they have fewer out-of-school suspen¬
sions than the mean for low SES schools. Schools 12 and 15
reflect high mean scores which are near or higher than the
mean. These scores are normal for low SES schools.
As table 6 shows, the mean number of students
suspended out-of-school, per 100 students, in the three SES
categories were: high = 1.94 students, middle = 5.00
students, and low = 11.40 students. The yearly average
number of students suspended out-of-school for all three
categories was 5.94 students.
Results in Relation to Research Hypotheses
The first nine hypotheses were analyzed using
Pearson product-moment correlation (Pearson n). Each
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relationship was analyzed for the total group and by the
moderating variable of SES (high, middle, and low) .
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and school climate for (a)
the total sait^le and (b) the SES sxibsanples.
Table 7 presents the results of the Pearson corre¬
lation of climate with number of out-of-school suspensions
per 100 students.
TABLE 7
CORRELATION OF SCHOOL CLIMATE WITH NUMBER OF OUT-OF-SCHOOL
SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(B = 314) (n = 104) (n = 114) (n = 96)
School -.28** -.29** - .13 -.40**
Climate (p < .001) (p = .003) (P .163) {p < .001)
*p < .05.
**E < .01.
The table shows that there is a significant rela¬
tionship between school climate and out-of-school suspension
for the total san^le. The correlation between school climate
and out-of-school suspension for the total saiiple is -.24,
which is significant at the .01 level. This negative
significant correlation reflects an inverse significant
relationship because as out-of-school suspension increases
school climate decreases, or as school climate increases
out-of-school suspension decreases.
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Significant relationships between school climate and
out-of-school suspension were also found in the high and low
SES groups but not in the middle SES group. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and a clear school mission
for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES subsamples.
Tcible 8 presents the results of the Pearson correla¬
tion for a clear school mission.
TABLE 8
CORRELATION OF CLEAR SCHOOL MISSION WITH NUMBER OF OUT-OF-
SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(a = 314) (n * 104) (n = 114) (a = 96)
Clear School -.16** -.33** .04 - .21*
Mission (p = .005) (p = .001) (p = .657) (p = .043)
*P < .05.
**P < -01.
There is a significant relationship between a clear
school mission cuid out-of-school suspension for the total
group (-.16) at the .01 level. This means that when school
mission decreases for the total group, out-of-school
suspensions increase.
Table 8 also enphasizes that when school mission
decreases at the high (-.33) and low (-.21) SES schools, the
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out-of-school suspension shows a significant relationship at
or beyond the .05 level. There is no significant relation¬
ship at the middle SES schools (.04). Therefore, the null
hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 3i There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and a safe learning
environment for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES
subsanples.
Table 9 presents the results of the Pearson corre¬
lation for a safe learning environment.
TABLE 9
CORRELATION OF SAFE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT WITH NUMBER OF OUT-
OF-SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(n = 314) (n = 104) (n = 114) (n = 96)
Safe Learning - .21** -.33** - .05 - .19
Environment (p < .001) (y = .001) (P = .579) (P = .059)
*E < .05.
**E < .01.
There is a significant relationship between safe
learning environment and out-of-school suspension for the
total group (-.21) and the high SES group (-.33) at the .01
level.
When the safe learning environment decreases, the
number of out-of-school suspensions increase for the high
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SES and total groups. Correlations for the middle and low
SES groups were not significant. Based on the significant
relationships for the high SES and total groups, the null
hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 4; There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and high morale for (a) the
total sample and (b) the SES subsanples.
Table 10 presents the Pearson correlation for high
morale.
TABLE 10
CORRELATION OF HIGH MORALE WITH NUMBER OF OUT-OF-SCHOOL
SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(n = 314) (n = 104) (n = 114) (n = 96)
High -.19** - .23* -.13 -.44**
Morale (p = .001) (p = .020) (P = .154) (P < .001)
*E < .05.
**P < .01.
There is a significant relationship between high
morale and out-of-school suspension for the total group
(-.19) and the low SES group (-.44) at the .01 level and for
the high SES group (-.23) at the .05 level. When the morale
decreases, the number of out-of-school suspensions increase
for the high and low SES groups and the total group. The
correlation for the middle SES group was not significant.
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Based on the significant relationships for the high SES, low
SES, and total groups, the null hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and expectations for
success for (a) the total sanple and (b) the SES subsan^les.
Table 11 presents the Pearson correlation for expec¬
tations for success.
TABLE 11
CORRELATION OF EXPECTATIONS FOR SUCCESS WITH NUMBER OF OUT-
OF-SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(n = 314) (n = 104) (n = 114) (E = 96)
Expectations - .36 - .15 -.31** -.33**
for Success (p < .001) (E = .139) (E = .001) (E = -001)
*E < .05.
< .01.
There is a significant relationship between expec¬
tations for success and out-of-school suspension for the
total group (-.36), the middle SES group (-.31), and the low
SES group (-.33) at the .01 level. When the expectations for
success decrease, the number of out-of-school suspensions
increase for these groups and the total group.
The correlation for the high SES group was not
significant. High expectations are usually held by teachers
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and parents in schools with high SES. Based on the signifi¬
cant relationships for the middle SES, low SES, and total
groups, the null hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension euid instructional leader¬
ship for (a) the total satr^le and (b) the SES subsamples.
Table 12 shows the Pearson correlation for instruc¬
tional leadership.
TABLE 12
CORRELATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP WITH NUMBER OF OUT-
OF-SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(n = 314) (n * 104) (n = 114) (n = 96)
Instructional -.24** -.24** -.06 -.47**
Leadership (p < .001) (p = .013) (p = .527) (p < .001)
*E < .05.
**E < .01.
There is a significant relationship between instruc¬
tional leadership and out-of-school suspension for the total
group (-.24) and the low SES group (-.47) at the .01 level
and for the high SES group (-.24) at the .05 level. This
means that when instructional leadership decreases, the out-
of -school suspensions increase for these groups.
The correlation for the middle SES group was not
significant. Based on the significant relationships for the
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high SES, low SES, and total groups, the null hypothesis is
rejected.
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and classroom instruction
for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES subsan^les.
Table 13 presents the Pearson correlation for class¬
room instruction.
TABLE 13
CORRELATION OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION WITH NUMBER OF OUT-OF¬
SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(n = 314) (n = 104) (n = 114) (n = 96)
Classroom - .24** -.33** -.07 - .20
Instruction (p < .001) (p = .001) (p = .430) (P = .052)
*E < .05.
**P < .01.
There is a significant relationship between class¬
room instruction and out-of-school suspension for the total
group (-.24) and the high SES group (-.33) at the .01 level.
This means that when class-room instruction decreases, the
out-of-school suspensions increase for these groups.
The correlations for the middle and low SES groups
were not significant. Based on the significant relationships
for the high SES and total groups, the null hypothesis is
rejected.
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Hypothesis 8: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and monitoring student
progress for (a) the total sart5)le and (b) the SES
subsatnples.
Table 14 presents the Pearson correlation for
monitoring student progress.
TABLE 14
CORRELATION OF MONITORING STUDENT PROGRESS WITH NUMBER OF









Monitoring -.29** -.19** - .22* - .33**
Student
Progress
(p < .001) (E = .059) (p = .020) (p = .001)
*E < .05.
**E < .01.
There is a significant relationship between monitor¬
ing student progress auid out-of-school suspension for the
total group (-.29) and the low SES group (-.33) at the .01
level and for the middle SES group at the .05 level. This
means that when monitoring student progress decreases, the
out-of-school suspensions increase for these groups.
The correlation for the high SES group was not
significant. Based on the significant relationships for the
middle and low SES and total groups, the null hypothesis is
rejected.
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Hypothesis 9: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and home-school relations
for (a) the total san^le and (b) the SES subsatr^les.
Table 15 presents the Pearson correlation for home-
school relations.
TABLE 15
CORRELATION OF HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS WITH NUMBER OF OUT-OF-
SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS PER 100 STUDENTS BY SCHOOL SES
Total High Middle Low
(n = 314) (n - 104) (n = 114) (n = 96)
Home-School -.23** -.26** - .15 - .45**
Relations (p < .001) (p = .008) (p = .112) (p < .001)
*E < .05.
**P < .01.
There is a significant relationship between home-
school relations and out-of-school suspension for the total
group (-.23), the high SES group (-.26), and the low SES
group (-.45) at the .01 level. This means that when home-
school relations decrease, the out-of-school suspensions
increase for these groups.
The correlation for the middle SES group was not
significant. Based on the significant relationships for the
high and low SES and total groups, the null hypothesis is
rejected.
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Hypothesis 10: There is no significant relative
influence of the indicators of school climate on the
dependent variable out-of-school suspension.
Hypothesis 10 was addressed using stepwise multiple
regression to determine if the number of out-of-school
suspensions can be predicted by teachers' perception of
school climate and the SES of the school. Tsdsle 16 presents
the significant variables, their beta weights, and variance
accounted for as they entered the regression equation.
TABLE 16
MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF OUT-OF-SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS BY
SCHOOL CLIMATE INDICATORS AND SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS OF SCHOOL
Cumulative
Variable £ L Variance
SES of School 4.66 15.33 <.01 .43
Leadership -4.35 00«1 <.01 .48
Mission 1.95 2.12 .04 .50
Expectations -2.37 -2.80 .01 .50
Environment 1.87 2.21 .03 .51
(Constant) 6.09 2.35 .02
E* = .51
£ = 64.43, p < .01 Adjusted E* = .50
A statistically significant regression equation was
obtained. SES of the school and teachers' perceptions of
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leadership, mission, expectations, and environment were all
significant predictors of out-of-school suspension. Morale,
instruction, monitoring, and home-school relations were not
significant predictors of out-of-school suspension.
Overall, the strongest influences on the dependent
variable were SES of school, followed by instructional
leadership, clear school mission, expectations for success,
and a safe learning environment. SES accounted for 43
percent of the variance of out-of-school suspension, while
leadership accounted for another 5 percent. Mission,
expectations, and environment accounted, together, for an
additional 3 percent of the variance.
The regression equation indicates that as SES (the
number of free/reduced lunches) increases, the number of
out-of-school suspensions increases. On the other hand, as
the teachers' perceptions of leadership and expectations for
success decrease, the number of out-of-school suspensions
increases.
Summary
This chapter presented the statistical analysis of
the data to link or reveal relationships between out-of-
school student suspension, indicators of school climate, and
SES level. The hypotheses were tested with the Pearson
product-moment coefficient of correlation (Pearson jz) .
Stepwise multiple regression was used to determine if
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teachers' perceptions of the indicators of school climate
and SES level could predict the number of out-of-school
suspensions.
Chapter VI discusses the conclusions, in^lications,




According to current research, discipline in our
schools has been characterized as a major concern for the
past three decades. Teachers are among those most concerned
with this information and feel that a safe learning
environment is essential to the education of students in
today's schools. The purpose of this study was to examine
school climate and its relationship to out-of-school
suspension.
The climate factors investigated were: (1) school
climate, (2) school mission, (3) safe learning environment,
(4) expectations for success, (5) high morale, (6) instruc¬
tional leadership, (7) classroom instruction, (8) monitoring
progress, and (9) home-school communications. Each was
analyzed to determine if there was a relationship between
the variables and out-of-school suspension, moderated by SES
level.
The review of related literature indicates that
school climate and its indicators comprise one of the
primary factors of out-of-school suspension. Other factors
that literature found to relate to out-of-school suspension
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are principal’s leadership style, student behavior, and
teachers. However, this study did not examine these factors.
The principal is the major factor in establishing a
positive school climate. This is accotrplished by maintaining
a high profile, walking the halls, visiting classrooms, and
being accessible to students and staff.
The school climate factor was addressed by many
researchers, and in most cases it was concluded that
positive school climate generated positive behavior of the
students at the school.
The theoretical assumption of the current study is
that out-of-school suspension may be explained by examining
its relationship with school climate and its individual
indicators: clear school mission, safe learning environ¬
ment, expectations for success, high morale, instructional
leadership, classroom instruction, monitoring progress,
home-school relations, and socioeconomic status. This
assunption generated ten research hypotheses.
The descriptive correlational design was eti^loyed in
this study. A modified DISC instrument was used and provided
data on school climate, and a two-year status of student
out-of-school suspension in Cobb County furnished the infor¬
mation necessary to conplete the study.
The sair^le consisted of a total of 314 teachers in
15 elementary schools in Cobb County. The schools were
divided into three categories ranging from high, middle, and
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low SES levels. Five schools in each of the categories were
used in this study.
Correlational analysis (Pearson x) and stepwise
multiple regression were used to analyze data collected.
Findings
The main findings of the hypotheses tested are
presented in this section.
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and school climate for (a)
the total sample and (b) the SES subsamples.
A significant relationship was found to exist
between out-of-school suspension and school climate for the
total sample and for the high SES and low SES sxibgroups.
Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. There was no
significant relationship for the middle SES subgroup; the
null hypothesis is accepted for this subgroup.
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and a clear school mission
for (a) the total satt^le and (b) the SES subsamples.
A significant relationship was foiind to exist
between out-of-school suspension and a clear school mission
for the total san^le and for the high SES and low SES sub¬
groups. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. There
was no significant relationship for the middle SES subgroup;
the null hypothesis is accepted for this subgroup.
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Hypothesis 3: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and a safe learning
environment for (a) the total sanple and (b) the SES
subsamples.
A significant relationship was found between out-of-
school suspension and a safe learning environment for the
total sample and for the high SES subgroup. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is rejected. There was no significant
relationship for the high SES and middle SES subgroups; the
null hypothesis is accepted for these sxobgroups.
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and morale for (a) the
total sample and (b) the SES subsamples.
There was no significant relationship between out-
of-school suspension and high morale for the total sample
and for the high SES and low SES subgroups. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is rejected. There was no significant rela¬
tionship for the middle SES subgroup; the null hypothesis is
accepted for this subgroup.
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and expectations for
success for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES subsamples.
A significant relationship was found between out-
of-school suspension and expectations for success for the
total sample and for the middle SES and low SES subgroups.
The null hypothesis is rejected. There was no significant
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relationship for the high SES sxibgroup; the null hypothesis
is accepted for this subgroup.
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and instructional leader¬
ship for (a) the total sanple and (b) the SES subsamples.
There is no significant relationship between out-of-
school suspension and instructional leadership for the total
saitple and for the high SES and low SES subgroups. The null
hypothesis is rejected. There was no significant relation¬
ship for the middle SES subgroup; the null hypothesis is
accepted for this subgroup.
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and classroom instruction
for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES subsamples.
A significant relationship was found between out-of-
school suspension and classroom instruction for the total
sample and for the high SES subgroup. The null hypothesis is
rejected. There was no significant relationship for the
middle SES and low SES subgroups; the null hypothesis is
accepted for these subgroups.
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and monitoring student
progress for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES
subsamples.
A significant relationship between out-of-school
suspension and monitoring student progress was found for the
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total sample and for the middle SES and low SES subgroups.
The null hypothesis is rejected. There was no significant
relationship for the high SES subgroup; the null hypothesis
is accepted for these subgroups.
Hypothesis 9: There is no significant relationship
between out-of-school suspension and home-school relations
for (a) the total sample and (b) the SES subsamples.
There is no significant relationship between out-of-
school suspension and home-school relations for the total
sample and for the high SES and low SES subgroups. The null
hypothesis is rejected. There was no significant relation¬
ship for the middle SES subgroup; the null hypothesis is
accepted for this svibgroup.
Hypothesis 10: There is no significant relative
influence of the indicators of school climate on the
dependent variable out-of-school suspension.
The overall strongest influences on the dependent
variable were SES of the school and the following four
independent variable indicators of school climate: instruc¬
tional leadership, clear school mission, expectations for
success, and a safe learning environment. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is rejected for these indicators.
Conclusions
The state of our schools is in jeopardy due to the
high rates of out-of-school suspensions. These suspensions
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have infiltrated our schools from elementary to high
schools, regardless of the socioeconomic status of the
community or school. School systems have encouraged local
schools to become proactive and establish school climates
that will encourage teachers to instruct in a environment
that is conducive to learning. This initiative is being
in^lemented all over the coiantry in order to reduce the out-
of-school suspensions in the schools.
Research literature revealed that school climate is
extremely inportant in the smooth operation of the school.
School climate has proven to have a significant relationship
to out-of-school suspensions at all school levels. This
study examined the elementary school level for climate and
out-of-school suspension rates of three different SES
levels.
The analysis of school climate as completed by this
study led to the following conclusions:
1. There was a significant relationship between some
of the indicators of school climate and out-of-school
suspension at various levels of SES. As the indicators of
school climate in^rove at a school, regardless of SES level,
the number of out-of-school suspensions will be reduced.
2. There was a significant relationship between out-
of -school suspension and a clear school mission for the
total sanple and for the high and low SES subsamples. A
clear school mission is evident for the total sample and for
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the high SES and low SES subgroups. A clear school mission
reduces the student suspension rates.
3. There was a significant relationship between out-
of-school suspension and a safe learning environment. A safe
learning environment is evident for the total saii^jle and the
high SES subsatt5)le. Safe learning environments reduce the
number of students suspended from school and make students
feel comfortable to attend school.
4. There was a significant relationship between
out-of-school suspension and high morale for the high and
low SES subgroups and for the total group. High morale among
teachers and students enables instruction to remain of
quality caliber. Students and teachers enjoy attending
school. The out-of-school suspension rates are reduced
dramatically.
5. There was a significant relationship found
between out-of-school suspension and expectations for
success. All groups showed significant inverse relationships
except the high SES group. When expectations for success are
expressed by the entire staff and parents, students are able
to behave appropriately in school. This positive behavior
will minimize student suspensions.
6. There was a significant relationship between out-
of-school suspension and instructional leadership for the
high and low SES groups and for the total group. When
instructional leadership is at its best, students, teacher.
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and parents are able to focus on instruction. This focus
will enable students to stay on task and remain well
behaved. This positive behavior will reduce the number of
students suspended.
7. There was a significant relationship between out-
of-school suspension and classroom instruction for the total
group and the high SES subgroup. When classroom instruction
is at its best, students are on task and positive behavior
is celebrated throughout the classroom. This positive
behavior is reflected in fewer suspensions.
8. There was a significant relationship between out-
of-school suspension and monitoring student progress for the
total sample and for the middle SES and low SES subgroups.
Monitoring student progress is directly related to classroom
instruction, and teachers must have students in class to
monitor their progress. Therefore, if a child is suspended
from school, he or she cannot be monitored. When monitoring
student progress is properly implemented students are on
task at a greater rate, and this will reduce student
suspensions.
9. There was a significant relationship between out-
of-school suspension and home-school relations for the high
and low SES subgroups and for the total group. When home-
school relations are positive, students understand that
parents and teachers are working together as a team for the
benefit of the students. This partnership will ensure that
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students are learning each day and display their best
behavior. This positive behavior will reduce out-of-school
suspensions.
10. There was a significant relationship between
out-of-school suspension and school climate in terms of SES
of the school. As indicators of school climate such as SES
of the school, instructional leadership, clear school
mission, expectations for success, and a safe learning
environment are emphasized at schools, the climate of the
school is changed. This positive change will have an
influence on students and staff members. These positive
changes will create a school climate that will have a
positive effect on students; therefore, student behavior
will be positive.
Implications
Out-of-school suspension is projected to increase in
public schools as violence continues to infiltrate our
schools. This study focused on the school climate as an
avenue to decrease the out-of-school suspensions of students
in the elementary schools of a metropolitan school district.
The following itrplications can be drawn from the findings
and conclusions of this study:
1. School climate has an effect on out-of-school
suspensions at the local school level and should be reviewed
regularly to assure the best quality education for students.
114
2. A safe learning environment can increase the
quality of education and ensure the safety of all students,
staff, and parents while in the facility. When the safe
learning environment is changed to one that has become
unsecure, then the quality of instruction will be affected.
3. Classroom instruction and monitoring student
progress tend to be affected when students are suspended
from school. Teachers should continue to monitor progress
when students are suspended by having special tutoring
sessions when students return to school. Classroom
instruction should remain intense for all students.
Assignments should be sent home.
4. Out-of-school suspension rates can be predicted
by teachers' perceptions of several climate indicators. When
teachers' perceptions of expectations for success and
instructional leadership increase, out-of-school suspensions
decrease. Schools that have strong school leaders will find
that the school climate and expectations of success focused
on students by teachers, administrators, and parents will
create a school that will show high success for students.
5. Expectations and leadership should remain high
regardless of the SES of the student body. Teachers should
continue to set high expectations for success and maintain
instructional leadership at all times.
The researcher believes there are ways to improve
school climate and reduce out-of-school suspensions. Schools
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have an opportunity to change the out-of-school suspensions
that plague their schools. School climate is the key to
reducing out-of-school suspension of students.
Strong school leaders, teachers, students, and
parents cam all pull together to change the school climate
at their school. The way the teachers perceive their
workplace, the way students perceive their school, and the
perceptions that parents have about the school can change
out-of-school suspensions.
RacflmmendatiQns
Based on the findings from this study, the following
recommendations are made:
1. The Cobb County School System should continue to
investigate the relationship between out-of-school suspen¬
sion and school climate. Further research by the county's
research emd evaluation department could investigate why
low SES schools have a greater number of out-of-school
suspensions.
2. School climate is a very powerful factor that can
affect teachers, students, and parents at the local school
level. Workshops for students and parents at high-suspension
schools could bring an awareness of this issue and educate
the community.
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Cobb County Schools should continue to place a
strong en^hasis on the policies that lead to out-of-school
suspensions and inprove school climate.
3. The school system should establish training
sessions to familiarize staffs of the effect that climate
has on the local school and the relationship that it has on
out-of-school suspension. Staff development on these issues
would encdjle the local schools to further investigate school
climate.
4. The county should establish a course for princi¬
pals to bring awareness to school climate. This course would
be mandatory for all principals at the elementary level.
5. The county could give additional support to all
low SES schools to improve the climate and reduce out-of-
school suspensions. This additional support could be finan¬
cial or additional personnel.
Summary
The findings and conclusions from the study were
discussed this chapter. In^lications were presented, and
recommendations based on the findings were highlighted.
Hopefully, the recommendations will be iti5>lemented in the
future. These four recommendations are mentioned in this
chapter and hopefully will itr^rove the out-of-school
suspension rates at all schools.
APPENDIX A
DIAGNOSTIC INVENTORY OF SCHOOL CLIMATE




D. Other; please specify:
DIRECTIONS: Read each item carefully and circle the response
that best describes your school setting based on your
experiences.
1 “ Almost Never (N)
2 - Seldom (S)
3 - Usually (U)
4 “ Almost Always (A)









1. A written statement of philosophy is the driving
force behind most important decisions in the
school.
2. Professional personnel feel ownership in the
school's mission and goals.
3. Professional personnel have provided input in the
school's mission and goals.
4. The school is a safe and secure place in which to
learn and work.
5. School discipline policies and procedures are
clearly stated.
6. School discipline policies and procedures are
administered firmly, fairly, and consistently.
7. The school building and carr^jus meet the physical
needs of students and staff.




1 “ Almost Never (N) 3 « Usually (U)
2 » Seldom (S) 4 - Almost Always (A)


















9.The school building is comfortable.
10. Teachers and administrators together assume
responsibility for discipline in the school.
11. Professional personnel attend to their duties
proit^tly.
12. Classroom management strategies ensure disci¬
pline.
13. Student disruptions are handled prort^tly and
effectively.
14. Students are well behaved.
15. The school is designed for easy access and super¬
vision.
16. Parents are informed of policies and procedures
of the school.
17. Professional personnel believe that all students
in this school can master basic skills as a
result of the instructional program.
18. Students who do not master basic skills are
remediated.
19. Teachers believe that a student's home background
is not the primary factor that determines indi¬
vidual student achievement in the school.
20. Teachers provide all students the opportunity to
answer questions and respond in class.
21. Students are encouraged to engage in challenging
work.
22. Teachers are accountable for students mastering
all basic skills at each grade level.
23. High expectations for success are communicated to
staff.
24. High expectations for success are communicated to
students.
25. High expectations for student success are com¬
municated to parents.
1 2
1 “ Almost Never (N)
2 “ Seldom (S)
3 « Usually (U)
4 ■“ Almost Always (A)
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26. The administrators in the school frequently
communicate to individual teachers the teacher's
responsibility in relation to student achieve¬
ment.
27. Students in the school are enthusiastic and eager
to learn.
28. Professional personnel are actively involved in
school decision-making processes.
29. In the school, there is an atmosphere of mutual
respect among students, teachers, and adminis¬
trators.
30. Opportunities for professional growth are pro¬
vided for personnel.
31. Staff acconplishments are recognized formally and
informally.
32. Student acconplishments are recognized formally
and informally.
33. Decisions are made at the appropriate level in
the school hierarchy.
34. Professional personnel have positive feelings
about their roles and responsibilities.
35. Professional personnel have a sense of cam-
raderie.
36. Students exhibit school spirit.
37. The administrators in the school are viewed as
instructional leaders.
38. Professional personnel are actively encouraged to
inprove themselves professionally.
39. Administrators have effective interpersonal
skills.
40. The administrators in the school make frequent
formal and informal classroom observations.
41. The administrators in the school lead formal
discussions concerning instruction and student
achievement.





















1 = Almost Never (N) 3 - Usually (U)



















43. Supervision is focused on instructional improve¬
ment.
44. The administrators in the school review and
interpret test results with the faculty.
45. Materials and supplies needed for instruction are
provided.
46. At the initiative of school administrators, the
teachers in the school work together to coor¬
dinate the instructional program within and
across grades.
47. Administrators successfully recruit, hire, and
retain capable personnel.
48. Administrators assvime the responsibility of
achieving school goals and objectives.
49. Administrators assimie the responsibility for
improvement in the school.
50. School administrators closely monitor student
progress.
51. The school's instructional goals and objectives
are communicated to staff.
52. The school's instructional goals and objectives
are communicated to parents.
53. The school's instructional goals and objectives
are communicated to students.
54. Written sequential objectives are the bases for
instruction at each grade level in the school.
55. Instructional objectives are sequenced across
grade levels.
56. impropriate time is allocated daily for basic
skill instruction.
57. Teachers utilize the entire class time for
instruction.
58. Administrators minimize the number of non-
instructional interruptions in classrooms.
59. Teachers minimize the number of non-instructional
interruptions in classrooms.
2 3
1 “ Almost Never (N)
2 - Seldom (S)
3 = Usually (U)
4 “ Almost Always (A)
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60. Classroom atmosphere is conducive to learning for
all students.
61. Teachers accept the responsibility for student
achievement.
62. Materials and equipment are appropriate to the
students and the instructional objectives.
63. Instructional strategies are appropriate to the
students and the instructional objectives.
64. Assignments are planned to provide students with
opportunities for success.
65. Homework relates to instructional objectives.
66. School professional staff thoroughly review and
analyze all standardized test data.
67. Analyses of test data are used in planning modi¬
fications to the school instructional program.
68. Teachers use multiple assessment methods to
monitor student progress on instructional objec¬
tives .
69. Teachers use data from formal and informal
assessments to provide feedback to students.
70. Teachers use data from formal and informal
assessments to plan appropriate instruction for
students in their classroom.
71. Teachers closely monitor assigned classwork.
72. Parent-teacher conferences focus on student
achievement in the basic skills.
73. Other than parent conferences and report cards,
the school has formal methods to communicate
regularly with parents.
74. Parents are committed to the attainment of the
goals of the school.
75. Parents rate the school as effective.
76. Parents are supportive of the school's instruc¬
tional programs.
77. Parents are involved in the activities of the
school.
122
1 « Almost Never (N) 3 - Usually (U)
2 - Seldom (S) 4 ■« Almost Always (A)
N S U A
12 3 4 78. Parents visit the school frequently.
12 3 4 79. Parents feel welcome in the school.
12 3 4 80. Teachers frequently communicate with parents.
12 3 4 81. Parents are involved in school decision-making
processes.
1 2 3.4 82. Parents feel ownership of the school.
12 3 4 83. Homework is monitored by parents.
APPENDIX B
APPLICATION FOR RESEARCH STUDY
COBB COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION DIVISION
534 GLOVER STREET
MARIETTA, GEORGIA 30060
APPLICATION FOR RESEARCH STUDY IN COBB COUNTY SCHOOLS
(Please print or type irformation below)
NAME! Atwater. Henrv T. AREA CODE: 770 HOME PHONE: 981-1868
Last First Middle
ADDRESS: 3781 Brookside Parkway. Decatur. Georgia 30034
Number Street Gty State Zip
EMPLOYER: Cobb Countv PRESENT POSITION: Principal
BUSINESS PHONE: (770) 319-3700
Clark Atlanta University SZ22 12199.
College/Institution or Organization Sponsoring Project Beginning Ending Dates
Dr. Claudette Williams 201 Clements HalL CAU- -(4-04)...88Q-8494.
Name of Individual Sponsoring Study Address Phone
Signature of Supervising Individual
Synopsis ofResearch purpose, procedure, and anticipated result(s): This research will
develop and investigate school climate in a variety of elementary schools to determine
if there is a relationship between school climate and out-of-school suspension. The
instrument will be given to fifteen elementary schools. Each school will be placed in a
category, identifying its socioeconomic status from high, average, and low. The
certified staff members of each school will respond to the instrument and plav a major
part in the study. The results will determine if there is a relationship between school




Teacher: yerJL No_ Year/Grade K to 5 Nwnber_S\zIf^ of each school
Students; Yes^ No X AgdYearfGrade Number
Media/
Others: YesJL No_ Specify counselors/admin. Number Staffs of each school
Identify characteristics of research subjects (English, Math, LD, BD, etc.): The
certified teachers that will participate in the study will be employed bv Cobb Countv.
Specify amount of time neededper teacher, student, group or school: The 83 items
on the instrument will take fifteen minutes or less to complete.
Schools: Number 15 If you have a prtference, list school(s) name:.
Need access to student's permanent record? Yes No X
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COBB COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION DIVISION
APPLICANT AGREEMENT
FOR CONDUCTING RESEARCH STUDY IN COBB COUNTY SCHOOLS
I understand that no participant (s) or school (s) will be
identifiable through this research project and that the
research is not completed until a copy of the results are
sent to:
Dr. Susan M. Hanes, Director
Research, Evaluation and Student Assessment




Due to the system's comprehensive academic program, research
activities may be conducted only during the following
months: October-November and January-March.
Attach sufficient copies of any questionnaire(s) and other
back-up information required to conduct research at each
school. I accept responsibility for providing additional
copies if needed. Also, I realize that I will be notified
in writing about the status of my research project within











I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University and have submitted a proposal for
further study to my committee members. This study, entitled A Study to Examine the
Relationship Between School Climate and Out-of-School Elementary Student Suspen¬
sion. has b^n accepted by the committee, pending certain revisions, corrections, and
additions which have now been completed.
I request your permission to survey certified teachers at the fifteen schools stated on
my Application for Research Study in Cobb County Schools. Results of the data
gathered and analyzed will be shared with your department and the schools partici¬
pating in this study.
This study will give pertinent information to school systems, particularly in light of
the current focus on student behavior in schools. It would be useful on both the local
level and statewide level. It is my hope that the information gathered from this
research will further help Cobb County Schools bring administrators and teachers one














I am a graduate student currently enrolled in a doctoral program at Clark Atlanta
University. As part of the requirements for this degree, I am conducting a study on
School Climate. Furthermore, I am interested in how school climate relates to out-of-
school suspension. The results of this study will be reported as partial fulfillment of
the requirements for this degree.
This study will be conducted by collecting survey rehouses from certified staff
members at fifteen elementary schools. The survey will represent the eight indicators
of school climate, which are: school mission, safe learning environment, expectations
for success, high morale, instructional leadership, classroom instruction, monitoring
student progress, and home-school relations. The fifteen elementary schools were
selected because of their socioeconomic status (SES), which will include five schools
with high SES, five schools with average SES, and five schools with low SES. The
SES rates will be based on the Target Schools Report dated 4/16/98, which identifies
the SES rankings of all Cobb County schools. This investigation will never reveal the
identity of any individual participating in the study or the school, no more than its
SES category grouping. The unit of analysis is not individual school or employee but
groups of schools.
I am requesting the assistance of you and your staff with this endeavor. If this survey
is conducted at your next staff meeting it should take only 10 minutes or less to
complete. The surveys should be collected and returned in the envelope provided.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation. I sincerely appreciate your help in my












During our recent conversation, you were so kind to agree to
give your certified staff members school climate surveys.
Enclosed are the surveys that should only take a short time
to conplete. It is in^ortant that you return them by June
18, 1999. Just put the surveys back in the same envelope
and return them to Argyle. Please call if you have any
questions (319-3706).
Thank you so much for your support. If you ever need my
assistance any time in the future, feel free to contact me.
hta
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Aleetn, Diane, and Oliver Moles. 1993. Reaching the goals:
Goal 6--Safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools.
Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, U.S. Department of Education, September.
ERIC, ED 357 446.
Allen, Lew, and Carl D. Glickman. 1992. School improvement:
The elusive faces of shared governance. NASSP Bulletin
76, no. 542 (March): 80-87.
Ambrose, Mark, and Marilyn Gibson. 1995. Debate: Does sus¬
pension work? NEA Today 13, no. 7 (March): 39.
American Psychological Association. 1993. Violence and
youth: Psychology's response. Vol. 1: Summary report of
the American Psychological Association Commission on
Violence and Youth. Washington, DC: American Psycho¬
logical Association.
American School Boards Journal. 1994. School violence surges
nationwide. American School Boards Journal (February):
14-16.
Anson, A. 1991. The Comer School Development Program: A
theoretical analysis. Urban Education 26, no. 1: 56-82.
Arndt, Randy. 1994. School violence on rise, survey says.
Nation's Cities Weekly. 7 November. Washington, DC:
National League of Cities.
Ary, Donald, Lucy C. Jacobs, and Asghar Razavieh. 1985.
Introduction to research in education. 3rd ed. New
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.
Ary, Donald, Lucy C. Jacobs, and Asghar Razavieh. 1990.
Introduction to research in education. 4th ed. Orlando,
FL: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.
Ascher, Carol. 1994. Gaining control of violence in the
schools: A view from the field. ERIC Digest 100
(September). ERIC, ED 377 256.
129
130
Avellar-Fleming, Cyda. 1994. Seven steps to discipline: Try
this coit^rehensive approach to designing an effective
school discipline policy. The Executive Educator 16,
no. 11 (November).
Bailey, Elsie. 1996. School climate: Common-sense solutions
to complicated problems. NASSP Bulletin 80, no. 576
(January): 16-25.
Barbanel, J. 1993. School crime rises 16% prompting security
moves. New York Times. 16 September, p. B3.
Bennett, C., and J. J. Harris. 1981. A study of the causes
of disproportionality in suspensions and expulsions_of
male and black students; Part 1: Characteristics of
disruptive and non-disruptive students.
Benton, Ellen, and Clete Bulach. 1995. How an elementary
school improved school climate. ERS Spectrum (Summer):
32-38.
Best, John W., and James V. Kahn. 1986. Research in educa¬
tion. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Black, Susan. 1997. Creating community: Children learn more,
researchers find, in schools with positive culture and
climate. American School Boards Journal (June): 32-35.
Bodwitch, C. 1993. Getting rid of troublemakers: High school
disciplinary procedures and the production of dropouts.
Social Problems 40: 493-509.
Borg, Walter, and Meredith Gall. 1989. Educational research,
an introduction. New York: Longman, Inc.
Brady, Erika. 1994. Voices from a violent world. American
S.gliPQl Boards-jlflumal isi, no. 5 (May).
Bredeson, P. V. 1995. Role change for principals in restruc¬
tured schools: In^lications for teacher preparation and
teacher work. In Educating teachers for leadership and
change: Teacher education yearbook II. eds. M. J.
O'Hair and S. J. Odell. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin
Press.
Brookover, W., C. Beady, P. Flood, J. Schweitzer, and J.
Wisenbaker. 1979. School social systems and achieve¬
ment: Schools can make a difference. New York: Praeger
Publishers.
131
Bulach, Clete, and Bobby Malone. 1994. The relationship of
school climate to iirplementation of school reform. ERS
Spectrum (Fall), pp. 3-8.
Campbell, E. L. 1982. School discipline: Policy, procedures.
and potential discriminations: A study of dispropor¬
tionate representation of minority pupils in school
suspensions. New Orleans, LA; Mid-South Educational
Research Association.
Cantrell, Robert P., and Mary Cauitrell. 1993. Countering
gang violence in American schools. Principal 73, no. 2
(November): 6-9. EJ 472-553.
Caudle, Melissa. 1996. Cracking under pressure: Here's how
to defuse a personnel time bomb before stress and anger
erupt in workplace violence. The Executive Educator 18,
no. 3 (March).
Children's Defense Fund. 1975. School suspensions: Are they
helping children? Washington, DC; Children's Defense
Fund, Washington Research Project.
Cohen, Deborah L. 1992. “Inadequate" state funding seen
impeding school readiness. Education Week 11 March, p.
13.
Covey, Stephen R, 1990. The seven habits of highly effective
people. New York: Simon and Schuster.
Deal, Terrance E., and Kent D. Peterson. 1990. The princi¬
pal's role in shaping school culture. Washington, DC:
Office of Educational Research and Itt^rovement, March.
Deming, W. Edwards. 1986. Out of the crisis. Cambridge, MA:
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Dietrich, Amy. 1996. School climate: Common-sense solutions
to con^jlicated problems. NASSP Bulletin 80, no. 576
(January): 16-25.
Downing v. Kunzia. 454 F.2d 1230 (6th Cir. 1972).
Eckman, Amy. 1998. Web wonders. Educational Leadership 56,
no. 1 (September): 101.
Edmonds, R. 1979. Effective schools for the urban poor.
Educational Leadership 36, no. 1: 15-24.
Elam, Stanley M. 1995. How America views its schools: The
PDK/Gallup Polls. 1969-1994. Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta
Kappa Educational Foundation.
132
Elam, Stanley M., and Lowell C. Rose. 1995. The 27th annual
Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup poll of the public's attitudes
toward the public schools. Phi Delta Kappan 77: 41-56.
Elam, Stanley M., Lowell C. Rose, and Alec M. Gallup. 1996.
The 28th annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup poll of the
public's attitudes toward the public schools. Phi Delta
Kappan 78: 41-59.
Epstein, J. L. 1983. Homework practices, achievements, and
behaviors of elementary school students. Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University.
Evans, W. 1991. Instructional management for detecting and
correcting-special problems. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Everett, S. A., and J. H. Price. 1995. Students’ perceptions
of violence in the public schools: The Met-Life Survey.
Journal of Adolescent Health 17: 345-352.
Feucht, Joseph E. 1998. Reading, writing, arithmetic, and
suspensions. NASSP Bulletin 82, no. 596 (March).
Follmaui, J., J. Watkins, and D. Wilkes. 1994. Learning by
serving: 2.000 ideas for service-earning projects.
Greensboro, NC: Southeast Regional Vision for
Education.
Forte, Lorraine. 1994. Going year round. Education Digest
59, no. 9 (May): 7-9.
Freiberg, H. Jerome. 1998. Measuring school climate: Let me
count the ways. Educational Leadership 56, no. 1
(September): 22-26.
Frietas, A. L. 1992. The relationship between leadership
style of the principal and teacher readiness to change
in elementary schools (change theory). Dissertation
Abstracts International 54, no. 04.
Furlong, M. J. 1994. Evaluating school violence trends.
School Safety: 23-27.
Furlong, M. J., R. L. Morrison, and Dear. 1994. Status
update..,Pi-research read to Watignal Education.,Goal
Seven: School violence content area. Paper presented at
the Safe School, Safe Students Conference, Washington,
DC.
Gallup, Alec M. 1986. The 18th annual Gallup poll of the
public's attitudes toward the public schools. Phi Delta
Kappan 68, no. 1: 43-59.
133
Garbarino, J., and N. Dubrow. 1992. Children in danger. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Garibaldi, A. M. 1979. In-school alternatives to suspension:
Trendy educational innovations. Urban Review 11: 97-
103.
Garibaldi, Antoine, Loren Blanchard, and Steven Brooks.
1996. Conflict resolution training, teacher effective¬
ness, and student suspension: The impact of a health
and safety initiative in the New Orleans Public
Schools. Journal of Nearo Education 65, no. 4 (Fall):
408-413.
George, C. 1996. Annual report of suspensions and expul¬
sions . New Orleans, LA: New Orleans Pxablic Schools.
Gest, T. 1989. These perilous halls of learning. U.S. News
and World Report. 13 March, 68-69.
Gibson, Marilyn. 1995. Debate: Does suspension work? NEA
Today 13, no. 7 (March): 39.
Glasser, William. 1986. Control theory in the classroom.
New York: Harper and Row.
Glazer, S. 1993. Violence in schools. Congressional Quar¬
terly Researcher. 11 September, 787-806.
Goals 2000: Educate America Act, P.L. 103-227 [H.R. 1804],
20 U.S.C. 5801. 1994.
Goens, G. A., and S. J. Clover. 1991. Mastering school
reform. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.
Good, T. L., and J. E. Brophy. 1986. School effects. In
Handbook of research on teaching. 3d ed., ed. M. C.
Wittrock. New York: Macmillan.
Goss V. Lopez. 419 U.S. 565 (1975).
Gottfredson, Denise G. 1989. Reducing disorderly behavior in
middle schools (Report No. 37). Baltimore, MD: Center
for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools.
Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994, P.L. 103-227, Title X, Part B,
Section 1031, 20 U.S.C. 2701.
Gunter, Mary A., Thomas H. Estes, and Jan Schwab. 1995.
Instruction: A models approach. 2d ed. Needham Heights,
MA: Allyn and Bacon.
134
Gursky, D. 1996. Uniform iir^jrovement? Educational Digest 61,
no. 7 (March): 46-48.
Hallinger, Philip. 1996. Reassessing the principal’s role in
school effectiveness: A review of eitpirical research,
1980-1995. Educational Administration Quarterly 32, no.
1 (February): 5-44.
Hamberg, D. A. 1994. Education for conflict resolution. New
York: Carnegie Foundation, Report of the President.
Harrison, J. M., C. L. Blakemore, M. M. Buck, and T. L.
Pellet. 1996. Instructional strategies for secondary
school physical education. 4th ed. Madison, WI: Brown
and Benchmark.
Heller, Gary S. 1996. Changing the school to reduce student
violence: What works? NASSP Bulletin 8, no. 579
(April): 1-10.
Hess, G. A., and J. Greer. 1987. Bending the twig: The
elementary years and the dropout rates in the Chicago
Public Schools. Chicago: Spencer Foundation and the
Chicago Panel on Public Policy and Finance.
Hess, G. A., and D. Lauber. 1985. Dropouts from the Chicago
Public Schools: Analysis of the classes of 1982. 1983.
1984. Chicago: Lloyd A. Frey Foundation and the Chicago
Panel on Pviblic School Policy and Finance.
Hill, Marie Somers. 1996. Making students part of the safe
schools solution. NASSP Bulletin 80, no. 579 (April):
24-30.
Hoffman, A. M., ed. 1996. Schools, violence, and society.
Westport, CT: Praeger.
Howard, E. R. 1978. School discipline desk book. West Nyack,
NY: Parker Publishing.
Hoy, W. K., and Cecil W. Miskel. 1991. Educational adminis¬
tration; Theory into practice. New York: Random House.
Jaffe, P. G., M. Sunderman, and D. Reitzel. 1992. An evalua¬
tion of a secondary school primary prevention program
on -violence in intimate relationships. Violence and
Victims 7, no. 2; 129-146.
Jenkins, R. L., P. H. Heidemann, and J. A. Caputo. 1985.
NQ.single_cause: Juvenile delinquency and the search
for effective treatment. College Park, MD: American
Correctional Association.
135
Johnson, D. W., R, T. Johnson, B. Dudley, and R. Burnett.
1992. Teaching students to be peer mediators. Educa¬
tional Leadership (September): 10-18.
Johnson, William L., and Annabel M. Johnson. 1992. A study
on the Kettering School Climate Scale. Education 112:
635-639.
Johnson, William L., and Annabel M. Johnson. 1996. Assessing
school climate priorities: A Texas study. Clearing
House 70, no. 2 (November).
Kadel, Stephanie, and Joseph Follman. 1993. Reducing school
violence in Florida. Washington, DC: Southeastern
Regional Vision for Education, February. ERIC, ED 355
614.
Kaufman, James M. 1989. Character of behavior disorders of
children and youth. 4th ed. Columbus, OH: Charles E.
Merrill.
Kaufman, James M. 1994. Violence and aggression of children
and youth: A call for action. Preventing School Failure
38, no. 3.
Kaufman, P. 1991. Dropout rates in the United States. 1990.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statis¬
tics .
Kelly, E. A. 1980. Improving school climate. Reston, VA:
National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP).
King, Keith A. 1998. Should school uniforms be mandated in
elementary schools? Journal of School Health 68, no. 1
(January): 32-37.
Klonslcy, S. 1995. To learn in peace: What schools are doing
now. City Schools (Spring): 18-21.
Kober, J. 1994. Carina schools, caring communities: An urban
blueprint for comprehensive school haelth and safety.
Washington, DC: Council of the Great City Schools.
Kowalski, T. J., and U. C. Reitzug. 1993. Contengporary
school administration. New York: Longman.
Krajewski, Bob. 1996. Enculturating the school: The prin¬
cipal's principles. NASSP Bulletin 80, no. 576: 3-8.
136
Lane, K. E., M. D. Richardson, and D. W, Van Berkum, eds.
1996. The school safety handbook; Taking action for
student and staff protection. Lancaster, PA: Technomic.
Lezotte, L. W., et al. 1980. School learning climate and
student achievement. Tallahassee, FL: SSTA Center,
Teacher Education Projects, FLorida State University.
Lindelow, J., and J. Mazzarella. 1985. School climate. In
School leadership: Handbook for survival. Eugene, OR:
Clearinghouse on Educational Management, University of
Oregon.
Linquanti, R., and B. A. Berliner. 1994. Rebuilding schools
as a safe haven: A typology for selecting and inte¬
grating violence prevention strategies. Portland, OR:
Western Regional Center for Drug-Free Schools and
Communities.
Lopez, Maggie. 1998. Re-direct violent behavior. Education
Digest 63, no. 9 (May): 39-40.
Lunenburg, Fred C., and Allan C. Omstein. 1991. Educational
administration: Concepts and practices. Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth Publishing.
MacWilliams, Carol. 1992. Positive measures: Program philos¬
ophy. Summit Educational Services.
Marshall, Marvin. 1998. Fostering social responsibility and
handling disruptive classroom behavior. NASSP Bulletin
82, no. 596 (March): 31-39.
McGraw, Carole. 1998. Painful perceptions, hard remedies for
American education. Education Digest 63, no. 9 (May):
10-14.
McNamara, V. D., and F. Enns. 1956. Directive leadership and
staff acceptance of the principal. Administrator's
NffltebOPk.
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company (Met-Life) and Louis
Harris & Associates, Inc. 1993. The Metropolitan Life
Survey of American Teachers. 1993: Violence in
America's piiblic schools. New York: Louis Harris &
Associates, Inc.
Moles, Oliver. 1989. Strategies to reduce student misbe¬
havior . Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research
and Inprovement, U.S. Department of Education.
137
Moles, Oliver. 1993. Reaching the goals: Goal 6. Safe.
disciplined, and drug-free schools. Washington, DC:
Office of Educational Research and Improvement, U.S.
Department of Education, September.
Moore, Linda. 1998. Leadership theory and student violence:
Is there a relationship? NASSP Bulletin 82, no. 596
(March): 50-55.
Morley, E., and S. B. Rossman. 1996. Safe schools: Policies
and practices (spsecial issue). Education and Urban
Society 28, no. 4 (August).
National Association of Educators of Young Children, 1993.
NAEYC position statement on violence in the lives of
children. Young Children 48, no. 6 (September): 80-84.
EJ 469 385.
National Institute on Drug Use. 1994. National survey
results on drug use form the monitoring of the Future
study. Washington, DC: National Institute on Drug Use.
National Research Council. 1993. Understanding prevent¬
ing violence. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
National School Boards Association. 1993. Violence in the
schools: How America's school boards are safecruardino
your children (Best Practices Series). Alexandria, VA:
National School Boards Association.
New Jersey v. T.L.O.. 469 U.S. 325 (1985).
Newkumet, M. B., and M. Casserly. 1994. Urban school safety:
Strategies of the Great City Schools. Washington, DC:
Council of the Great City Schools.
Nicholson, G., R. Stephens, R. Elder, and V. Leavitt. 1985.
Safe schools: You can't do it alone. Phi Delta Kappan
7: 491-496.
Olivia, Peter F. 1993. Supervision for today's schools. 4th
ed. White Plains, NY: Longman Publishing Group.
Orinstein, Allan C. 1993. Educational administration: Con¬
cepts and practices. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing
Coii5>any.
Orpinas, P., G. S. Parcel, A. McAlister, and R. Frankowski.
1995. Violence prevention in middle schools: A pilot
evaluation. Journal of Adolescent Health 17: 360-371.
138
O'Neal, Donna. 1987. Inqprovina school climate {Monographs in
Education). Athens, GA: University of Georgia.
Patterson, B., and M. Crawford. 1994. Caring in nursing
education: An analysis. Journal of Advanced Nursing 19:
164-173.
Patterson, J. 1993. Leadership for tomorrow's schools.
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.
People V. Dukes. 580 N.Y.S.2d 850 (Criminal Ct., 1992).
People V. Kuhn. 33 N.y.2d 203 (1973).
Poland, S., and G. Pitcher. 1990. Expect the unexpected.
School Safety (Fall).
Portner, J. 1996. Department to issue guidelines on school
uniforms. Education Week 15, no. 24: 27.
Posner, M. 1994. Research raises troubling questions about
violence prevention programs. Harvard Education Letter
10: 1-4.
Prowthrow-Stith, D. 1995. Setting sights on violence.
America's Agenda (Winter): 42-44.
Purkey, S., and M. Smith. 1982. Effective schools; A review.
Wisconsin.
Raudonis, Lee. 1998. School violence and discipline: How bad
are they? PAGE One Magazine: Professional Association
of Georgia Educators 20, no. 5 (Nov./Dec.).
Roeser, Robert W., et al. 1996. Perceptions of the school
psychological environment and early adolescents'
psychological and behavioral functioning in school: The
medicating role of goals and belonging. Journal of
Educational Psychology 88 (September): 408-422.
Rose, Lowell C., Alec M. Gallup, and Stanley M. Elam. 1997.
The 29th annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup poll of the
pxablic's attitudes toward the public schools. Phi Delta
Kappan 79 (September).
Rose, Mike. 1996. Tougher discipline, safer schools.
Educational Digest 62, no. 2 (October): 15-18.
Rosen, Louis E. 1997. Wanted: Alternatives to suspension
and expulsion. School Safety; National School Safety
Center News Journal (Fall): 8-11.
139
Rosenblatt, Jennifer. 1997. Assessing the reliability and
validity of student self-reports of campus violence.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 26, no. 2 (April):
187-202.
Rossi, R., and S. Daugherty. 1996. How safe are the public
schools? What do teachers say? Issue brief. Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics.
Sabo, Sandra R. 1993. Security by design. American School
Boards Journal 180, no. 1 (January): 37-39. EJ 455
723.
Schwartz, Wendy. 1994. An overview of strategies to reduce
school violence. New York: Teachers College, ERIC
Clearinghouse on Urban Education.
Schwartz, Wendy, ed. 1996. Preventing youth violence in
urban schools: An essay collection. New York: Teachers
College, Institute for Urban and Minority Education and
ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education.
Sergiovanni, Thomas J. 1990. Value-added leadership: How to
get extraordinary performance in schools. Orlando, FL:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.
Sergiovanni, Thomas J, 1991. The dark side of profession¬
alism in educational administration. Phi Delta Kappan
7: 521-526.
Sergiovanni, Thomas J. 1992. Why we should seek substitutes
for leadership. Educational Leadership 5: 41-45.
Shanker, Albert. 1996. Common sense on school discipline.
American Enterprise 7, no. 5 (September): 10-11.
Sheley, J. E., Z. T. McGee, and J. D. Wright. (1992). Gun-
related violence in and aro\ind inner city schools.
American Journal of Diseases of C^iildren 146: 677-682.
Shoop, R. J., and D. D. Dunklee. 1992. School law for the
principal. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Short, R. J., and S. K. Shapiro. 1993. Conduct disorders: A
framework for understanding and intervention in schools
and communities. School Psychology Review 22, no. 3.
Slaughter-Defoe, Diana T. 1996. Young African American and
Latino children in high-poverty urban schools: How they
perceive school climate. Journal of Negro Education 65,
no. 1 (Winter): 60-70.
140
Squires, D. A., W. G. Huitt, and J. K. Segars. 1983. Effec¬
tive schools and classrooms: A research-based perspec¬
tive . Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.
Stefkovich, Jacqueline A., and G. Michaele O’Brien. 1997.
Students' fourth amendment rights and school safety: An
urban perspective. Education and Urban Society 29, no.
2 (February): 149-161.
Stephens, R. D. 1996, The art of safe school planning.
School Administrator 53, no. 2: 14-21.
Stern, M. 1991. Conflict resolution in educational settings.
In Community mediation: A handbook for practitioners
and researchers. 259-275, New York: Guilford Press.
Stewart, Susan C., William H. Evans, and Kaczynski. 1997.
Preventing school failure: Setting the stage for
success. Assessing the Instructional Environment 41,
no. 2 (Winter).
Stolp, Stephen, and Stuart C. Smith. 1995. Transforming
school culture: Stories, symbols, values, and the
leader's role. Eugene, OR: ERIC Clearinghouse on
Educational Management, University of Oregon.
Sullivan-DeCarlo, Catherine, Karol DeFalco, and Verdell
Roberts. 1998. Helping students avoid risky behavior.
Educational Leadership 56, no. 1 (September): 80-82.
Teddlie, C., et al. 1984. Louisiana school effectiveness
study: Phase two. 1982-84. Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana
State Department of Education.
Toch, T. 1993. Violence in schools. U.S. News and World
Report. 8 November, 31-36.
U.S. Department of Education, 1993, Toward quality in edu¬
cation: The leader's odyssey. Washington, DC: U.S,
Government Printing Office.
U.S. Department of Education. 1996. Manual on school uni¬
forms (online: http://inet,ed.gov/updates/uniforms
.html). February 29.
U.S. Department of Education. 1997. Reaching the goals: Goal
six. Safe., disciplined, and drug-free schools. Wash¬
ington, DC: Office of Educational Improvement.
U.S. Department of Justice. 1991. School crime. Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
United States v. Albarado. 495 E.2d 799 (2d Cir. 1974).
United States v. Davis. 482 F.2d 893 (9th Cir. 1973).
United States v. Lopez. 115 S. Ct. 1624 (1995).
141
Wade, Ruth K. 1997. Lifting a school's spirit. Educational
Leadership 54, no. 8 (May): 34-36.
Walker, Dean. 1995. Violence in schools: How to build a
prevention program from the around up (OSSC Bulletin
Series). Eugene, OR: Oregon School Study Council,
January.
Walker, Hill, Geoff Colvin, and Elizabeth Ramsey. 1995.
Antisocial behavior in school: Strategies and best
practices. Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole Publishing
Conpany.
Weinstein, C. 1996. Secondary classroom management. New
York: McGraw-Hill.
Weisenburger, W., K. E. Underwood, and J. C. Fortune. 1995.
The violence within. American School Board Journal 182,
no. 2 (January): 33-37.
Weiss, Carol H. 1995. The four “I's" of school reform: How
interests, ideology, information, and institution
affect teachers and principals. Harvard Educational
Review 65, no. 4 (Winter): 571-592.
Wheatley, M. J. 1994. Leadership and the new science. San
Francisco, CA: Berrett Koehler.
Wilson-Brewer, R., S. Cohen, L. O'Donnell, and I. F.
Goodman. 1991. Violence prevention for young adoles¬
cents: A survey of the state of the art. Washington,
DC: Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development.
Withrow, J. W. 1993. An investigation of the influence on
and the relationship between principal leadership
style, school climate, and school and teacher vari¬
ables in secondary schools of Halifax County-Bedford
District School Board. Ed.D. diss.. University of South
Carolina.
wood V. Strickland. 420 U.S. 308 (1975).
Zimmerman, Kurt. 1996. Assessing school climate priorities:
A Texas study. Clearing House 70, no. 2 (November) 64-
66.
